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IV.12  Individual DEIR Mailed Comments  
P-198 to P-229 

 
 
This section presents responses to individual public comments (i.e., not form letter or form letter 
based) received the U.S. mail or other non-electronic delivery services. The responses immediately 
follow each letter and are organized in the same order as the comments in each letter. Several of the 
letters included attachments. Attachments were not included herein if our response did not directly 
reference the attachment. 
 
Some of the comment items in this section were provided in written form to the Board at hearings.  
Some items were provided to the Board outside of the CEQA comment period for the DEIR but are 
relevant to the record. 
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Mailed Letter P-198 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The comment provides no specific information regarding potential environmental impacts.  A 
reasoned response is not possible.  The DEIR analysis found that implementation of the proposed 
project Alternative C1, as mitigated, would not cause any significant adverse environmental impacts.  
The ADFFMP has placed greater emphasis on protection and restoration, with the goal of improving 
all resource values over time in comparison to existing conditions.  Implementation of the ADFFMP is 
not expected to cause any significant adverse environmental impacts. 
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Mailed Letter P-199  
 
Response to Comments 1, 2 
The DEIR is not for a single focused project but is programmatic in nature, addressing a large (48,650 
acres) forest with many natural resources, including listed species and TMDL-listed watersheds, and 
with a wide range of management purposes (research, demonstration, timber management, 
recreation, etc.).  A DEIR in such a context must necessarily be lengthy in order to be complete. 
 
Key issues and potential environmental impacts are clearly identified in each resource analysis 
section.  The same pattern of organization was followed for each resource area. 
 
The “Discussion” following the cited CEQA Guidelines section clearly identifies these page limits as 
being “recommended”, not absolute.  Given the history of this project – the public involvement, past 
litigation, controversy, etc. – the Board believes that the public and other agencies expected a level of 
disclosure, analysis and discussion which resulted in a document larger than what is recommended in 
the Guidelines. 
 
See also General Response 5. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Mitigation measures, specifically, are found at the end of each resource analysis section where the 
specific potential environmental impacts are discussed.  A list of acronyms and abbreviations was 
provided in Appendix to assist the reader.  The Board made a good faith effort to ensure that the 
DEIR, while lengthy, was complete, clear, and understandable. 
 
Response to Comments 4-6 
The mitigation necessary to reduce project impacts to a level of less than significant is summarized in 
the DEIR in Table I.2 and in the RDEIR Table I.1.  Further, proposed mitigation measures are clearly 
identified at the end of each resource analysis section where the specific potential environmental 
impacts are discussed.  Monitoring measures for the mitigations are found in the same place.  
Chapter 5 of the Draft Forest Management Plan (DFMP) or the Administrative Draft Final Forest 
Management Plan (ADFFMP) details the monitoring and adaptive management program for JDSF. 
 
Since the DEIR and RDEIR are largely programmatic; thus, they provide programmatic mitigations 
and the direction for their application at the project level, such as timber harvesting plans (THPs).  
Because they are programmatic, the DEIR and RDEIR cannot provide site-specific mitigation details 
for the project level.  However, they can and do direct that the need for further mitigation be assessed 
and that mitigations be applied where the need for them is identified at the project level.  This project-
level analysis and disclosure will occur under the functional equivalency of the THP process or in 
project specific documents prepared in compliance with CEQA. The public will have the opportunity to 
comment on the adequacy of the mitigation during the routine review of those project documents. 
 
In addition to presenting mitigation measures identified as necessary to prevent significant adverse 
impacts, the DEIR and RDEIR also identify many of the environmental protection measures already 
included in the DFMP or Alternative G.  In addition, the DEIR and RDEIR identify “additional 
management measures” that were developed as part of the EIR process to provide additional 
environmental protection or enhancement, but were not found to be specifically necessary to mitigate 
a potential significant adverse impact.   
 
The complex JDSF setting provides the reason that some degree of project-level assessment and, as 
needed, mitigation must occur at the site-specific project level.  A programmatic EIR cannot possibly 
anticipate every situation that will arise at the site-specific and project-specific level.  The DEIR, 
DFMP, and ADFFMP require the further site-specific and project-specific CEQA analysis and 
mitigation to assure that significant adverse environmental impacts will be avoided. 
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Response to Comment 7 
The DEIR was prepared by professionals with appropriate scientific and technical education, training, 
and experience.  The DEIR contains adequate information and analysis to consider and mitigation the 
potential environmental impacts of the alternatives and to inform the public.  A separate analysis and 
summary by independent scientific professionals would likely prove duplicative of the information 
provided in the DEIR and be unnecessary. 
 
Response to Comments 8-10 
Northern Bishop Pine Forest was not initially listed as a California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) Vegetation Type in the DEIR Analysis area because CNDDB had not listed any 
occurrences in Mendocino County as of the date the query was done, nor has it as of 6/07 The only 
“Northern Bishop Pine Forest” is listed in Monterey County. The information on the CNDDB ranking 
will be added to the EIR. 
                             
This information on the Bishop Pine Series will be added to the FEIR: 
 

The Northern Bishop Pine Forest vegetation type is recognized by the State 
as a sensitive and limited vegetation type in California, State rank S2.2 
(endangered with 6-20 EOs or 1,000-3,000 individuals or 2,000-10,000 acres, 
and threatened).   This vegetation type is currently listed in California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) RareFind Communities. The Northern 
Bishop Pine Forest is very limited in distribution, and is often poorly 
understood within its range.  
 

Response to Comment 11 
A vegetation type of this name was not specifically listed as a Unique Habitat type in the DFMP nor 
were specific management requirements developed for it. Bishop Pine Forest at JDSF is a 
component of the vegetation between the Pygmy Forest and the Redwood Forest types. Much of this 
area has soil types that are not considered productive for commercial timber management.  The DEIR 
recognized that “Stands dominated by pygmy cypress occurring on unproductive soils outside of true 
pygmy forests will not be harvested.” The bulk of the cypress-Bishop Pine forests mapped at JDSF 
fall on low site soils (Class 8 or less) though a few are found in areas mapped as site class 4. The 
JDSF typing of these stands listed Bishop pine as the dominant overstory tree with cypress present in 
a mid or understory layer. In general, the only reason for management activities in Bishop pine forest 
would be for improving the transportation system or correcting a existing management problem. Site-
specific analysis will be conducted before actions will take place in the Bishop Pine forest.  
 
Response to Comments 12-14 
The DEIR does recognize the rarity and loss of the pygmy cypress community (see Page VII.6.2-1 to 
-2).  The DEIR notes that estimates of the extent of pygmy forest vary, and it quotes the DFMP 
statement that JDSF contains approximately 40% of the pygmy forest in the County, making it clear 
that this is a very important botanical resource that exists on the Forest.   
 
The DEIR notes the variations in mapped extent of Pygmy Cypress. The CALVEG information used 
was dated 1991 to 1998 with a minimum mapping unit of 2.5 acres. The Gap Analysis data is dated 
1998.   
 
Under “data use” the Gap Analysis projects states: 

“Appropriate Uses: The following is a general list of applications: 
• ...... 
• Large area resource management planning  
• Coarse-filter evaluation of potential impacts or benefits of major projects or plan 
initiatives on biodiversity, such as utility or transportation corridors, wilderness proposals, 
regional open space and recreation proposals, etc.  
• ......  
• Environmental impact assessment for large projects or military activities. 
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• .... 
 
It is far easier to identify appropriate uses than inappropriate ones, however, there is a "fuzzy 
line" that is eventually crossed when the differences in resolution of the data, size of geographic 
area being analyzed, and precision of the answer required for the question are no longer 
compatible.  
• Use of the data to map small areas (less than thousands of hectares) typically requiring 
mapping resolution at 1:24,000 scale and using aerial photographs or ground surveys.  
• .... 
• Determining abundance, health, or condition of any feature.  
• Establishing a measure of accuracy of any other data by comparison with GAP data.” 

 
Based on the qualifiers included in the cautions section, using the Gap data to verify the CALVEG 
Data may not be appropriate.  The Gap Analysis data show approximately 500 acres total in state 
ownership that would include both JDSF and State Parks. This number is smaller than the JDSF 
acreage alone  (619 acres).  
 
The DEIR discussion of the extent of pygmy forest on and outside JDSF appropriately notes the 
several estimates of its extent.  This comment provides no new information that would identify a need 
to alter the DEIR or RDEIR. 
 
Response to Comment 15 
The Board finds the premise that the DEIR has “misrepresented basic background information” to not 
be valid. CAL FIRE has accepted DFG’s statement that “Northern Bishop Pine Forest,” though 
designated in Monterey County (CNDDB), is a valid designation in Mendocino County.  The pygmy 
area reference cited by CNPS may not be valid for application at the scale it was cited.  
 
Response to Comments 16-17 
The paragraph (page VII.6.2-16) as a whole provides CNPS with recognition for its role in plant 
conservation and notes that coordination with CNDDB (DFG) occurs. Underlining has been added to 
the relevant text.  
 

CNPS listed rare plants have not been through the formal public review process to qualify 
as listed or candidate species under the federal or State ESA. The CNPS lists are 
developed through a formal review process involving a scientific advisory committee 
composed of noted academic, professional, and amateur botanists across the state. The 
scientific advisory committee reviews the best available data to aid in compilation of rare, 
endangered, threatened, and uncommon plant lists. The review process includes close 
consultation with CNDDB.  CDFG currently accepts the premise that placement of plants 
on CNPS lists 1A, 1B and 2 provides a fair argument that they qualify as rare, 
endangered, or threatened under Section 15380(d) of CEQA. 

 
Response to Comment 18 
This section will be modified.  Inclusion of this section without notes on the Weburg case represents 
an artifact of editing, not a decision by CAL FIRE to rely on this approach for protection of rare plants. 
Because NPPA Section 1913(c) may now be confusing; this section will be removed from the 
document. CAL FIRE will continue to follow relevant laws and regulations, recognizing legal 
judgments.  The Board regrets any misunderstanding that resulted from this section. 
 
Response to Comment 19 
This section references terms used in the DFMP. The section lists among the “Goals and Objectives” 
some “Specific Management Actions” for pygmy forest. This language in the DEIR was used precisely 
to reflect language in the DFMP. The rarity of the forest is addressed in detail in the Regional Setting 
section. For brevity, the status of a resource is not always included every time there is a reference to 
that resource. 
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Response to Comments 20, 21 
The adoption of a Management Plan by the Board is a "project" subject to CEQA; as such the Board 
is required to prepare a draft EIR and to certify a final EIR prior to the adoption of the Plan.  The EIR 
is intended to identify the environmental impacts associated with implementing the Plan and providing 
measures to avoid or mitigate those impacts when they are found to be significant.  The necessary 
mitigations identified by the Board have been incorporated into the Plan prior to adoption. 
 
The Executive Summary (Section I) explains the relationship to the Draft Forest Management Plan 
(DFMP). The Draft Forest Management Plan dated May 2002, is one of the seven alternatives 
analyzed in the DEIR.  The complete DFMP has been available on the Board of Forestry and Fire 
Protection’s website throughout the entire CEQA process for the DEIR and was provided free of 
charge to the public on a CD that also contained the DEIR.   
 
The most important elements of the DFMP for providing a full understanding of Alternative C1 and 
Alternative G—including anticipated management actions and included measures to protect and 
enhance the environment—are contained in the DEIR.  Thus, while direct referral to the DFMP may 
help to improve the reader’s ability to comprehend the DEIR or RDEIR, it is not essential.   
 
The CEQA process and Board of Forestry decision-making process, including the DEIR and RDEIR, 
and including public comments such as those of CNPS, are the critical mechanisms through which 
the DFMP has been revised, resulting in the current ADFFMP.  The ADFFMP has been made 
available to the public in advance of the Board’s consideration of certifying the EIR and consideration 
of approving the ADFFMP as the Final Management Plan. 
 
See also the above response to Comments 1 and 2. 
 
Response to Comments 22-25 
The section will be modified to state:  
 

Habitat Management Practices: The concept of conducting control burns in the 
pygmy forest originated some years ago as an idea to benefit the Lotis blue 
butterfly and a host species coast hosackia (Lotus formosissimus). Currently it 
is understood that other herbaceous members of the pea family may be hosts for 
the butterfly and that host plant habitat is not limited to pygmy forest.  The 
concept of manipulating the rare pygmy forest for the possible benefit of the 
Lotis blue butterfly is not supported at this time.  Local Botanists have supported 
the concept of carefully reintroducing fire into pygmy forest areas on JDSF.  CAL 
FIRE recognizes that any proposal would be; research focused on improving 
understanding of the pygmy forest, limited in scope, based on sound ecological 
and botanical knowledge, supported by experts in the field, undergo appropriate 
CEQA analysis, and include appropriate survey, study, and monitoring. 
 

The following will be deleted:  
 

Limited removal of species in the pygmy cypress forest may occur as a result of 
habitat development projects for the Lotis blue butterfly. Prior to habitat 
development projects, rare plant surveys will be conducted according to 
accepted survey guidelines (see previous section) to address sensitive plant 
resources. A qualified botanist will assess the appropriateness of removal of any 
sensitive plant species in relationship to fostering habitat for the growth of the 
butterfly’s host species, Harlequin lotus (Lotus formosissimus). Effectiveness 
monitoring will be conducted for any habitat management practice involving 
removal of plant species in the pygmy forest to assess the response of the forest 
to habitat alteration. 
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The FEIR Errata section will modify the wildlife section to incorporate changes that reflect the 
other potential hosts and habitat for Lotis blue butterfly.  

  
Response to Comments 26, 27 

The DEIR recognizes that invasive weeds are frequently found on JDSF. It has taken decades for 
some of the species to become widely established. Like most lands in this area, jubata grass, brooms 
and Himalayan berry are well established. Given the large scale on which they exist, management is 
challenging.   Integrated Weed Management (IWM) focuses first on managing new small infestations 
to prevent their spread. IWM is JDSF’s adoption of Integrated Pest Management principles, focused 
on invasive weed management for the forest.  The next priority for JDSF IWM is “controlling existing 
infestations that to minimize conflicts with important management objectives and maintain natural 
ecosystem processes”.  This was made more explicit by including Additional Management Measure 1 
in the DEIR: Protection of rare plants (candidate, sensitive, or special status species) from invasive 
plants will be a high priority for Integrated Weed Management activities (see DEIR p. VII.6.2-16).  
 
In the 1990s large-scale attempts to control the broadly distributed invasive weeds generated public 
controversy, which in turn precipitated a steep decline in herbicide use at JDSF.  JDSF will need to 
use an adaptive management approach with IWM to address the wide spread invasive weeds like 
jubata grass, brooms and Himalayan berry. The IWM approach detailed in the DFMP includes: 
 

IWM emphasizes control of the environmental conditions that cause or promote 
weed infestations. IWM includes direct suppression of existing weeds as well as 
modifying environmental conditions to reduce their suitability for weeds by 
encouraging the weeds’ natural enemies, or increasing competition for the scarce 
resources they require.   

 
IWM’s focus on managing for the environmental conditions that limit invasive weed’s habitat is an 
principle that can be applied for wide spread invasive weeds.  For example, the WLPZ protection 
measures for Class I streams call for 85% overstory canopy cover in the inner 75 feet and 70% in the 
next 125 feet will make these areas less suitable for Himalayan berry. Other adaptive management 
strategies can be used to avoid expanding invasive weed populations along roads and in recently 
disturbed areas such as harvest units. The DFMP includes continued support for biocontrol research, 
as this technique has utility for wide spread invasive weed species. 
 
Response to Comment 28 
The DEIR recognizes and addresses the need to carefully target herbicide applications to avoid 
impacts to desirable native plant species.  In addition, the ADFFMP commits to survey and protection 
of sensitive species in relationship to management activity, including timber harvest planning.  This 
protection would extend to the consideration, planning, and application of herbicides following 
completion of active timber operations, so that sensitive native species are protected. Given the 
limited and cautious use of herbicides proposed by JDSF, no significant negative effects to rare or 
listed plants are anticipated.  
 
CAL FIRE’s enforcement of the Forest Practice Act and the rules of the Board of Forestry and Fire 
Protection regarding THP review, approval and monitoring is a separate process from the 
development of the DEIR and subsequent  development and implementation of THPs on 
Demonstration State Forest timberlands.  However, both processes require compliance with CEQA 
and other applicable laws and regulations.  In reviewing THPs prior to approval, CAL FIRE must 
consider the potential effects of the project as a whole.  Where herbicide use is considered likely to 
facilitate implementation of a THP, regardless of whether the use is pre-harvest or post-harvest, the 
THP must address the likely application and the potential environmental effects of herbicide use, 
including the effects to listed plant species. 
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Response to Comment 29 
Regarding cumulative effects, the Hazards section found no significant effect relating to herbicides 
(VII.8-21) and noted that effects of such use relating to THPs are generally not cumulative impacts 
because uses are separated in time and distance, thus effects rarely reinforce or interact with each 
other. The Cumulative effects section page VIII-61 includes cumulative effects within a regional 
context.  Potential cumulative effects of herbicide use have been addressed in the DEIR and RDEIR.   
 
Additionally, we note that Alternative G and the ADFFMP include additional restrictions on the use of 
herbicides as compared to the DFMP. 
 
Also, see responses to Comments 3 and 4-6. 
 
Response to Comments 30, 31 
The DEIR has been modified to clarify the accepted protocol (see the FEIR Errata or the 
ADFFMP):  
 

For timber harvest plans and other large projects with the potential for 
negative effects on rare plants, JDSF shall follow the Guidelines for 
Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and 
Endangered Plants and Natural Communities (CDFG 2000). On smaller 
scale projects, the survey effort will be appropriate for the level of CEQA 
analysis and the risk of impact to rare plants.    

 
The following text will be deleted: 
 

Survey designs will be based on the concepts contained in the CG 
Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, 
Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Plant Communities (CDFG, 2000). 
Surveys conducted as part of THP development will follow the practices 
commonly accepted by CAL FIRE and CDFG for THP review. Surveys for 
other types of projects will recognize the specific features of those 
projects. [For example, road surface maintenance and roadside brushing 
are ongoing activities that create repeated periodic disturbances, pre-
commercial thinning typically occurs a few years following the more 
substantial disturbance of a commercial harvest, and shaded fuel break 
construction targets ground cover vegetation].   

 
This change clarifies that the protocol used is contained in the CDFG Guidelines. It is unclear what 
the commenter means by “possibly influenced by project timetables can provide sufficient data to 
inform project planning?” 
 
The following is a response to a CDFG concern that surveys at JDSF could possibly be conducted 
after the THP review process resulting in DFG’s inability review, comment and consult on the 
potential to impact a sensitive species in this situation. CAL FIRE response was:  
 

For timber harvesting projects, CAL FIRE intends to conduct surveys and include 
resulting reports and material during the THP preparation process so that they 
can be reviewed by CDFG and other agencies. If for some reason surveys are 
delayed past the THP review period, CAL FIRE will provide the surveys to CDFG 
for review and comment.  For non-THP projects for which surveys are conducted, 
CAL FIRE will comply with the consultation requirements per CEQA. 

 
In addition to project-level surveys, the ADFFMP commits JDSF to conduct periodic floristic survey in 
some areas to gain a better understanding of the relationships between the local plants, their 
distribution, and their habitats.   
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Response to Comment 32 
Pre-survey scoping is included to help make JDSF aware of most recent information on rare plants 
and habitat relationships.  The CDFG Guidelines provide for surveys that are floristic in nature. This 
ensures there is “base line data” for plant occurrence in the areas affected by the proposed harvests 
or other actions.  In the past CAL FIRE has conducted plant surveys in non-timber areas that are 
unique (example Bob Woods Meadow).  These efforts can incrementally build the base line plant data 
for JDSF.  
 
Response to Comment 33 
Through the application of the CDFG Guidelines to project botanical surveys, the surveys will not be 
“low-intensity, non-floristic or off-season”.  
 
Response to Comment 34, 35 
The DFMP states: 
 

Upon determination that a proposed action is likely to result in a significant 
adverse effect, mitigation measures proposed to substantially lessen or avoid the 
impact will be included in project-associated documentation.  
 

This will occur at the project level during the THP or other CEQA process, and will include constitution 
with CDFG and opportunities for the CNPS and the public to evaluate the measures.   
 
Both species-specific and site-specific mitigation measures should be based on state of the art 
knowledge of plant biology, the specific situation at a given occurrence, and the types of effects 
anticipated.  Fixed measures may be found to be inadequate or even counter productive in specific 
situations. Project-specific mitigation measures for individual species can use the most recent 
information on rare plants to ensure mitigation and protection measures are effective.   
 
Response to Comment 36 
The protection of rare plants and their habitat, when found within THP areas, has been effective.  This 
is due to the fact that the Department has conducted survey for sensitive plants, and when found, has 
protected the plants and their habitat through avoidance or maintenance of conditions favorable to the 
species.  The level of survey and protection provided to rare plants and their habitats has increased 
substantially in recent years.  The analysis and mitigation provided by the EIR and management 
planning process is expected to increase the protection level for sensitive plants and their habitats.   
 
Response to Comment 37 
The Department does not anticipate failure to protect sensitive plants and their habitats.  However, 
through the use of survey, monitoring, and adaptive management, the risk of damage to sensitive 
plants will be reduced. 
 
Response to Comment 38 
Under Alternative C1 and C2 the DFMP provides for no timber harvest in the most significant “hot 
spot”, the pygmy forest.  These protections also are extended under Alternative G and the ADFFMP.  
Alternative G and the ADFFMP place one-third of the forest in designations for the development of 
late seral or older forest structure conditions.  Additionally, the existing old growth groves (about 650 
acres) would be protected from harvest.   
 
These are protections that are being provided at the programmatic level.  Specific research projects 
could result in similar or more stringent protections being applied to designated area as a part of the 
project.  This is a typical research approach that includes both treated areas and untreated controls. 
 
For example, research that would examine the relationship between stand age and plant associations 
or series and specific rare plants would certainly be of value for understanding rare plant distribution.  

Page IV.12-18 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Research to improve understanding of rare plants associated with varying level of disturbance would 
be of value as well.  
 
Response to Comment 39, 40 
The DEIR, as modified, contains botanical inventory requirements, requires the CDFG survey 
protocols for THPs and other large projects, includes both general monitoring and the recognition that 
specific, targeted mitigation measures will be developed at a the project level.  Regarding Impact 1 
and 3 the logic behind the “less than significant” impacts is based on 17 paragraphs. The provision 
listed in the comment letter is only small part of the measures included and is not “a simple tally of 
plants”  
  
The CDFG protocol does not require “scientists” per se, but does require the person conducting the 
survey, sometimes referred to as a Botanical Consultant, to have specific experience, knowledge and 
familiarities.  
 
Monitoring is discussed in the DEIR, DFMP, and proposed ADFFMP. Monitoring rare plants for 
threats of invasive species is included as Additional Management Measure 1 in DEIR section 6.2.8 
and carried forward to the ADFFMP. The proposed ADFFMP includes a Monitoring and Adaptive 
management section (Chapter 5). Plant resources are included. Additional monitoring can be 
developed for site-specific projects.  
 
Response to Comment 41, 42 
Under Impact 3, the statement about “subject to management activities” focuses on both on-site and 
on nearby locations where activities could impact rare plants or communities.  The DFMP states 
“JDSF will maintain the current distribution and species composition of this plant community and 
protect it from harmful human disturbance, while continuing to allow recreational activities.” Research 
or monitoring on pygmy forest may occur in the absence of “management” activities.  
 
Response to Comments 43, 44 
The DEIR notes some of the impacts and vulnerabilities described by the commenter under Impact 6, 
Functional Plant Groups, The Pygmy Forest and Closed Cone Forest/ Openings Functional Group. 
These impacts occur on other pygmy forest areas beyond JDSF as well. Incidental protection refers 
to the fact individual rare plants like Bolander’s pine will be protected as a consequence of its 
occurrence in Pygmy forest. 
 
JDSF does have ongoing protection activities for the pygmy forest area. These include: 
 

 barricading or gating the access points from neighboring private lands or public roads; 
 patrolling and enforcing the vehicle trespass laws; 
 garbage removal; 
 educating the adjacent landowners as to state forest ownership; 
 and educating the public-at-large about the value, sensitivity and need to protect the 

pygmy forest. 
 
Response to Comments 45, 46 
The EIR is limited to considering the environmental impacts that have a potential to occur, directly or 
indirectly, as a result of implementing the project (the Plan).  As such, a project which does not 
propose activities that could impact a particular resource (in this case the Pygmy) is going to be found 
to not have an impact and therefore no mitigation is required. Projects and their associated EIRs are 
under no obligation to mitigate existing impacts where the project does not contribute to that impact 
directly or cumulatively.    
 
This section of the DEIR explains how the road management activities would benefit the pygmy forest 
and reduce impacts of erosion and altered hydrology.  Exact actions will be dependent on the site-
specific analysis and the road management plan.  The CEQA framework here is tiering, not 
piecemealing.  Project-level activities are tiered to the programmatic EIR.   
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Response to Comment 47 
As indicated in the FEIR Errata section, this language has been modified to reflect the fact about the 
Coastal Zone.  
 
Response to Comment 48 
CAL FIRE recognizes that pygmy forest is impacted by illegal OHV use both on JDSF and beyond. 
CAL FIRE actively works to restrict illegal actions and protect the pygmy forest resources. The road 
management plan will help with some of this problem. The DEIR documents the problems with 
enforcement and protection. Transfer of the ownership of pygmy forest lands to another organization 
is beyond the scope of the DEIR.   
 
Response to Comment 49 
The California Code of Regulations has specific land protection rules already in place. Violation of 
State Forest regulations is a misdemeanor. JDSF law enforcement officers work with local District 
Attorney to prosecute offenders, and they maintain a comprehensive history of law enforcement 
actions taken against individuals. However, any money recovered is not returned to the unit of origin, 
but rather to the State of California General Fund. It would be a conflict of interest if an agency cited 
in order to provide a revenue source. The State Forest could advertise violations as a potential 
deterrent, and this will be considered. 
 
Response to Comments 50, 51 
Please see response to Comments 22-25. 
 
Response to Comment 52 
Please see response to Comments 30-31.  
 
Response to Comment 53 
This is an operational not an environmental question. CAL FIRE’s commitment regarding DFG 
protocol surveys will entail extensive training for existing staff and or increased reliance on botanical 
consultants in the short term. JDSF management has expressed hope that future staff additions 
would include expertise in botany and wildlife biology.  A wildlife biologist was recently added to the 
Forest’s staff. 
 
Response to Comment 54 
The relationship between historic expenses and revenues is not an environmental issue.  CAL FIRE 
has committed to operate in compliance with the provisions in the DFMP/ADFFMP.  Allocation of 
revenues is not a function of the Management Plan, it is a function of Legislative authority and 
direction though the state budget process.  
 
Legislative action taken in 2006 limited the uses of State Forest revenues, which are deposited into 
the Forest Resources Improvement Fund (FRIF).  Revenues in FRIF may be allocated only for 
supporting the State Forests.  Excess revenues beyond the needs of the State Forests will be 
transferred to the General Fund.  As the State’s largest Demonstration State Forest, JDSF harvesting 
revenues are critical to funding management at JDSF.   
 
Response to Comment 55 
JDSF has a long history of supporting high quality research that leads to publications in peer-
reviewed journals.  The long-standing research on the Caspar Creek watershed is recognized world-
wide and well documented (including datasets) on the website of the USDA Forest Service Pacific 
Southwest Experiment Station: http://www.fs.fed.us/psw/topics/water/caspar/.   
 
CAL FIRE has developed its own website compilation of JDSF publications and data sets.  This 
resource will soon be integrated into the Department’s main website.  
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The recently published Proceedings of the 2004 Redwood Region Forest Science Symposium 
provides an excellent example of the high volume and wide range of research that is conducted on 
JDSF (see http://www.treesearch.fs.fed.us/pubs/27742). 
 
In developing Alternative G and the ADFFMP, the Board provided clear direction that its goal for the 
management of JDSF is to provide a world class forest research and demonstration program.  The 
Department shares this commitment.  The ADFFMP’s number 1 goal for JDSF is: 
 

Goal #1 - RESEARCH & DEMONSTRATION: Improve the amount and quality of 
information concerning economic forest and timber management, forest 
ecosystem processes, watershed processes, performance of forest protection 
measures, that is available to the general public, forest landowners, resource 
professionals, timber operators, the timber industry, and researchers. 

 
See also the response to Comments 56-63. 
 
Response to Comment 56-63 
Appendix IV of the DFMP or Appendix III of the ADFFMP describes proposed research and 
demonstration priorities for JDSF.  Many of the CNPS research suggestions would have value and 
would fall under the identified priorities.   
 
Response to Comment 57 
JDSF staff has begun working with local academic and agency botanists to develop research projects 
in the harvested areas with Astragalus agnicidus. Sidalcea malachroides has yet to be found at 
JDSF, but information on that species would be of value as well.   
 
Response to Comment 58 
This topic would be of interest and is congruent with one of the ADFFMP’s objectives under Goal #1: 

Increase the use of JDSF for research that tests and demonstrates the short-term and 
long-term costs and effectiveness of various forest resource protection measures. 

 
Response to Comment 59 
JDSF is cooperating with U.C. Berkeley researches looking at ecological effects of Phytopthora 
ramorum. Research on this pathogen has been ongoing for several years at Soquel Demonstration 
State Forest, where the pathogen is present.  The research at JDSF will not introduce the pathogen, 
but will examine measures to increase forest resistance to the pathogen with other areas with active 
infections.   
 
The assumption that tan-oak or other species will become endangered or listed as a result of this 
disease is speculative at this point. Rizzo and Garbeletto (2003) note that mortality in 2000-01 
reached 22% for tan-oak . “The distribution of the pathogen across the landscape has not been well 
quantified but is clearly patchy. Even within the areas with the greatest amount of tree mortality, there 
are large areas with susceptible host plants that are apparently free of disease.” No doubt if this 
pathogen becomes more established, many ecological changes will take place, however extirpation 
of tanoak does not appear likely based on current observations.    
 
Response to Comment 60 
Research on mechanical and “alternative” treatments to invasive weeds have been conducted on 
JDSF in the past.  JDSF will continue to use knowledge gleaned from these and other sources as well 
as an adaptive management approach to IWM. JDSF remains interested in any “alternative” control 
research proposals for control methods at JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 63 
Pease see response 22-25 for burning in the Pygmy.  
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Response to Comment 64 
The specific list of research projects would be dynamic and dependent on Advisory Committees 
recommendations, interest of potential researchers, fund types available, and current issues.   
 
Response to Comment 65, 66 
Although the regeneration and growth of conifers is relatively well understood in even-age silviculture, 
other species or ecosystem components are not.  Some questions would require a landscape or sub-
watershed level approach such as mobile wildlife species or plants with a distribution limited to 
specific forest conditions.  See also General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comments 67, 68 
In compliance with CEQA the DEIR and RDEIR focus their analysis on activities that have a potential 
to impact the environment.  The target audience of the demonstration that occurs on the forest is not 
a factor likely to result in differences in the impacts that may occur.  Also, the relevance of the 
demonstration that occurs at the forest for industrial or small landowners is unlikely to result in 
differing environmental impacts.  As such the EIR does not address such questions. 
 
Please see the following sections of the ADFFMP for information on JDSF management direction and 
priorities on these issues: 
 

 Executive Summary 
 Chapter I Introduction 
 Chapter 4 Research and Demonstration 
 Appendix III Research and Demonstration Program. 

 
Response to Comment 69 
The Board agrees with this recommendation. 
 
Response to Comment 70 
The cited previous EIR and management plan were prepared in good faith, involving a significant 
level of professional effort.  Both of these documents were subjected to public and agency review, 
and the management plan was ultimately approved by the Board of Forestry.  The adequacy of the 
EIR was eventually challenged, and the Superior Court found that some elements of the analysis 
were flawed.   
 
In response to this earlier outcome, the Board made significant a effort to develop a new EIR and the 
proposed ADFFMP.  
 
 
References 
 
Rizzo, D. and & M. Garbelotto, 2003. Sudden oak death; endangering California and Oregon forest 
ecosystems. Front Ecol Environ 1(5) 197-204  
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Mailed Letter P-200 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Opposition to clearcutting noted. Please see General Response 10. The Board will finalize a plan that 
includes reduction in the use of even-age management and clearcutting, a reduction in the planned 
timber harvest level, and an increase in the area dedicated to development of late-seral forest 
conditions. 
 
 Response to Comment 2 
See General Response 14.  At the time of purchase most of the land that is now JDSF was in a cut-
over condition, with relatively low stocking.  The “lush grandeur” is the result of 50 years management 
aimed primarily at demonstrating economic and sustainable timber practices.  That management has 
included the use of clearcutting as a silvicultural tool.  As stated in the General Response 10 
referenced above, there are important reasons for retaining clearcutting and even-aged management 
as part of the management plan.  The comment that JDSF is obviously a major recreation destination 
supports the Board’s contention that timber management and recreation are compatible uses of 
JDSF. 
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Mailed Letter P-210 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The ADFFMP represents significant advancement in the management practices aimed at protection 
and restoration of environmental resources.  One of the primary goals of the JDSF Management Plan 
is to achieve net improvements of conditions for all natural resources over time in comparison to 
existing conditions. Implementation of the plan is not expected to negatively affect the water, carbon 
and oxygen exchange cycles.  
 
Response to Comment 2 
Over two thirds of the forest will be managed with either uneven-aged, no harvest, or late seral 
development prescriptions.  Although small openings in the canopy will occur, this type of 
management will retain much of the overstory, thereby providing shade for the understory flora and 
fauna.  The remaining even-aged management areas will also provide substantial canopy cover 
except early in stand regeneration. The DEIR Figure VII.6.2.2 shows canopy cover increasing in the 
JDSF Analysis Area.  For information regarding canopy cover relating to watercourses please see 
General Response 11. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Board recognizes the importance of mycorrhizal organisms for a healthy forest system.  The 
DEIR and REIR include analysis of the plants which mycorrhizal organisms are linked, finding no 
significant impacts of the alternatives incorporated in the plan.  The DEIR VII.6.2-1 notes that 
because fungi have similar mobility and dispersal attributes much of the analysis will be pertinent to it. 
Also please see the Response to Department of Fish and Game Comments for a discussion of plants 
dependent on mycorrhizal fungi.  While mycorrhizae were not subjects to specific analysis in the 
DEIR or REIR, implementation of the ADFFMP is not expected to negatively impact mycorrhizae.  
 
Response to Comment 4 
The Board recognizes that JDSF is utilized as a visitor resource for recreation and spiritual reasons.  
While managing for these resources will not be adopted as the primary goal for JDSF, the ADFFMP, 
with its increased levels of resource protection, is not expected to negatively impact these compatible 
uses of the Forest. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
Please see General Response 2.  Support of Alternative F noted.  Alternative G was developed by 
blending the elements and management strategies of several Alternatives, including Alternative F. 
This includes a reduction in the use of even-age management and clearcutting, a reduction in the 
planned timber harvest level, an increase in the area dedicated to development of late-seral forest 
conditions, an increase in resource protection and restoration measures, such as snag retention and 
LWD placement, and a management emphasis on research, demonstration and education. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
See General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
See General Response 7. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
The Board supports a balanced, multiple use concept that provides high levels of resource protection 
and sustained production of high quality timber products.  The ADFFMP calls for harvesting 
approximately 20 to 25 million board feet annually which is well below current growth.  By setting 
harvest levels well below growth, the result will be an increasing inventory of larger, older trees on the 
Forest. 
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Response to Comment 9 
See General Response 8 and 9. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
See General Response 11. 
 
Response to Comment 11 
See General Response 14. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page IV.12-27 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.12-28 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.12-29 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Page IV.12-30 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Mailed Letter P-211  
 
Response to Comment 1 
The intent of the DEIR in comparing the amount of old growth redwood forest on Jackson 
Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) to Redwood National Park was not to discount the importance of 
JDSF’s old growth, but to indicate its significance as a relatively small remnant.  The importance of 
the remaining old growth on JDSF is recognized and addressed through the proposed Administrative 
Draft Final Forest Management Plan’s (ADFFMP’s) high level of protection provided to the remaining 
old growth groves, old growth aggregations, and individual trees with significant old growth 
characteristics (ADFFMP Chapter 3).  The ADFFMP also provides for 694 acres of late seral buffers 
to be developed adjacent to several of the old growth groves.  Further, most of the groves will be 
connected through the establishment of a 6,803-acre Older Forest Structure Zone (OFSZ) composed 
of old growth groves, late seral forest development areas, and older forest structure areas.   
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Recreation section (VII.14) of the DEIR provides detailed information on the redwood parks 
found throughout the species’ range in California, from Del Norte County to Monterey County (see, 
e.g., Tables VII.14.1 and VII.14.2).  As noted in the response to Comment 1, the proposed ADFFMP 
provides substantial protection to the remaining old growth on the Forest.  Note that the ADFFMP 
establishes Forest Restoration as its number 2 goal (see ADFFMP Chapter 1), including the objective 
of increasing “the amount of older forest structure and late seral forest . . . .” 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The ADFFMP provides clear guidelines for protecting remaining old growth stands, aggregations, and 
individual trees (see ADFFMP Chapter 3, Protection and Enhancement of Wildlife Species, Habitat, 
and Forest Structure): 
 

Existing old growth groves will be retained, as will aggregations of old growth 
trees. Individual old growth trees found outside of stands or aggregations and 
exhibiting specified characteristics will be retained, with limited exceptions, such 
as where the tree presents a public safety issue or retention would result in the 
potential for greater long-term environmental damage . . . including but not 
limited to issues related to road and landing sites, soil instability, damage to 
aquatic resources, or cable yarding requirements. 
 
 

Response to Comment 4 
The ADFFMP differs substantially from Alternative C1 with respect to the amount of area designated 
for older forest.  The ADFFMP provides for one-third of the Forest, or about 16,200 acres, to be 
managed for old growth, late seral development, and older forest structure.  The majority of this area 
is outside of designated riparian late seral recruitment areas. 
 
ADFFMP Map Figure 5 shows the layout of old growth groves, late seral development areas, older 
forest structure areas, areas designated for unevenaged management, and areas designated for 
either even or uneven aged management.  The old growth groves, late seral development areas, and 
older forest structure areas are mostly surrounded by areas that will not receive evenaged 
management.  Where adjacent areas are scheduled to receive evenaged management, the ADFFMP 
(Chapter 3) provides that a 200-foot un-evenaged buffer will be provided to protect the integrity of the 
three types of older forest areas.   
 
Response to Comment 5  
The Integrated Resource Management Plan for the Garcia River Forest (Conservation Foundation 
Fund 2006 at p. 41) confirms that 35 percent of the property will be managed as an “ecological 
reserve network.”  The JDSF ADFFMP calls for one third of the Forest to be managed for old growth, 
late seral development, and older forest structure.  In the past year, the Conservation Fund acquired 
11,600 acres in the Big River watershed adjacent to JDSF, to be managed similarly to their Garcia 
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River tract.  Since JDSF has been harvested much less intensively than the Conservation Fund’s Big 
River tract, JDSF lands are significantly further along the trajectory to the development of older forest 
characteristics. 
 
We note also that the California Department of Parks and Recreation acquired 7,334 acres in the Big 
River a few years ago.  Today, JDSF, the Conservation Fund’s Big River tract, and the State 
Parklands adjacent to JDSF total approximately 70,000 contiguous acres, all being managed for 
conservation or restoration purposes.  This large contiguous area provides a significant opportunity 
for the three major landowners to come together and discuss how their joint management can help to 
pursue conservation and restoration goals at a large landscape level.  CAL FIRE is committed to 
holding such discussions. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
The Older Forest Structure Zone provided for in the ADFFMP, combined with the large, 3,700-acres 
of late seral development areas in the southwestern corner of JDSF and the 5,600 acres of late seral 
development areas in water course protection zones outside of these large areas will provide the 
large blocks and networks that the League is recommending here.  As noted in the response to 
Comment 5, CAL FIRE is committed to discussing, with the Department of Parks and Recreation and 
the Conservation Fund, how our adjacent ownerships can be managed to pursue conservation and 
restoration goals at a large landscape level.   
 
Response to Comment 7 
The ADFFMP direction chosen by the Board protects all remaining old growth groves, buffers and 
connects most of these groves as a part of the Older Forest Structure Zone, and uses forest 
restoration processes to promote the development of old forest characteristics.  
 
Response to Comment 8 
The Board direction provided in the ADFFMP emphasizes the research and demonstration role of 
JDSF.  The ADFFMP establishes its top four goals as: 
 

1. Research & Demonstration 
2. Forest Restoration 
3. Watershed and Ecological Processes 
4. Timber Management 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page IV.12-32 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

   
 
 
 

Page IV.12-33 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

5 

6 

7 

Page IV.12-34 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Mailed Letter P-212  
 
Response to Comment 1 
Support for Alternative D noted. Alternative G was developed by blending the elements and 
management strategies of several Alternatives, including Alternative D. This includes accelerated 
implementation of the Road Management Plan, a reduction in the use of even-age management and 
clearcutting, a reduction in the planned timber harvest level, an increase in the area dedicated to 
development of late-seral forest conditions, an increase in resource protection and restoration 
measures, such as snag retention and LWD placement, and a management emphasis on research, 
demonstration and education. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
While the Board has carefully considered Alternative D and the wishes of the Mendocino County 
Supervisors and the Fort Bragg City Council, the management of JDSF is not based solely on their 
support.  The DEIR analysis determined that some elements of Alternative D may be inconsistent 
with the current Public Resources Code, regulations, and Board policy that guide the management of 
JDSF (see Table VI.1). It strives to balance the concerns of all Californians while remaining 
consistent with the legislative mandate and Board policy for the state forest system. Over two thirds of 
the forest will be allocated to uneven-aged management. Because even aged silviculture remains 
common in the redwood region, limited JDSF areas will be available for research and demonstration 
of this technique.  
   
Response to Comment 3   
The timber harvest level under the ADFFMP is based on providing a varied landscape with a set of 
forest structures designed to support a viable research and demonstration program rather than a goal 
of a particular level of production.  This analysis has resulted in a planned average annual harvest 
level of approximately 20 to 25 million board feet which is well below current growth.  The Board 
recognizes the negative economic impacts that the “shut down of operations” has had on the State 
and Mendocino County.  The Board agrees that it would be highly beneficial for the State Forest to 
resume management activities, so the Board is working actively to certify the DEIR and approve a 
management plan. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
Please see General Response 18 regarding an advisory body. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
See General Response 10. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
Transferring the special treatment area surrounding the Woodlands to State Parks is beyond the 
scope of the plan.  The existing legislation precludes the conversion of the any of the state forests 
into parks.   The Plan designates the Woodlands Special Treatment Area and limits management to 
promoting late – successional forest conditions, maintaining aesthetic qualities and limiting impacts to 
the operations of Mendocino Woodlands.   
 
Response to Comment 7 
See General Response 7. 
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Mailed Letter P-213 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Support for Alternative B is noted. Alternative G was developed by blending the elements and 
management strategies of several Alternatives, including B. The plan will emphasize the research 
and demonstration mission of the state forest. The Board supports a balanced, multiple use concept 
that provides high levels of resource protection and sustained production of high quality timber 
products 
 
Response to Comment 2 
The allocation of various management strategies is based primarily on long term goals for desired 
stand structures on the forest (see General Response 2).  Due in part to strong public opposition to 
the use of clearcutting as a management tool on this publicly owned forest, the allocation of this 
silvicultural method has been restricted to that needed to retain a viable research and demonstration 
program, as well as for those areas with specific regeneration concerns (see General Response 10). 
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Mailed Letter P-214   
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board of Forestry has attempted to strike a balance between providing extensive data and 
technical analysis requested by previous DEIR commenters and providing a document whose 
conclusions are stated clearly and simply for public understanding.   The complexity of the project, 
consisting of a complex set of management activities over a large landscape, necessarily results in 
some complexity in describing the project and its potential effects.  Some portions of the DEIR are 
more technical than others.  The impact summary tables at the end of each resource analysis section 
provide one example of a relatively non-technical presentation of the potential impacts of the 
alternatives considered in the DEIR and RDEIR.  The DEIR provides a list of acronyms and 
abbreviations and a glossary to assist the reader (see DEIR Appendices 1 and 2).  The Board has 
responded to specific questions or concerns about specific aspects of the DEIR that are raised in this 
and other comment letter.   
 
Response to Comment 2 
The amount of background information presented was what was judged as relevant to support 
analyses and conclusions specified in the DEIR.  Much of this information was acquired and 
presented in specific response to public comments made on the previously circulated DEIR.  Judicial 
action on the previous EIR found that it provided an inadequate discussion of project setting, 
necessitating the inclusion of a substantial amount of setting-related information.  Setting information 
often examined JDSF management related issues at multiple levels:  the Redwood Region, the North 
Coast, Mendocino County, the cumulative effects assessment area, and JDSF itself. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The information presented is not “indiscriminant,” in that all of it is relevant to the species, 
management actions and measures, and impacts as analyzed at various scales.  Much of the 
information depicts resource conditions at a regional and species level, in response to requests from 
numerous commenters on the previously-circulated DEIR.  Further, the information is not intended 
simply to support an evaluation of the impacts of logging, but rather to address the comprehensive 
resource management program outlined in the plan.  The DEIR provided the relevant elements of a 
watershed analysis to provide regional context and setting as well as JDSF ownership.  
 
Response to Comment 4 
While the discussion of resource conditions is presented at difference geographic scales, each of 
these scales (project area, study area, and region) are defined in the DEIR (Paragraph 1, P. V11.6.1-
2 and in Figure V.3 on P. V-14) and treated consistently throughout the document.  See also 
response to comment 3, regarding the need for analysis at these different scales.  
 
Response to Comment 5 
See response to comment 3. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
Although readers may vary about appropriateness of the information presented and the form of 
presentation, the receipt of nearly several thousand comments from the general public on the DEIR, 
many of which were substantive, supports the conclusion that the public was able to understand the 
document and form meaningful responses.  One purpose of the FEIR is to clarify information and 
conclusions where the need has been identified by public commenter.  See also the response to 
comment 1. 
 
Response to Comment 7  
The level of detail of the impact assessment is appropriate for a program level document.  As 
individual projects are proposed, site-specific analysis will be conducted and mitigation developed 
and applied, as required.  More detailed assessment and documentation of effects will be presented 
in individual THPs or other CEQA compliance for other project types. 
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Response to Comment 8 
The EIR preparers have summarized substantial information from previous monitoring studies on a 
variety of species, including salmonids, aquatic amphibians, marbled murrelet, and northern spotted 
owl.  Responses to habitat changes and effectiveness of management and mitigation measures are 
based upon a variety of information sources that are available, including onsite monitoring results, 
extensive watershed studies conducted on JDSF’s Caspar Creek experimental watershed, 
assessment of population changes in response to habitat changes, habitat modeling, evaluation of 
research and management studies conducted in similar environments, and professional experience of 
preparers.  This approach incorporates the best mix of available scientific and managerial information 
into the impact assessment.  The EIR analysis did not ignore any available data sets on mitigation 
effectiveness.  The plan proposes enhanced forest-wide monitoring to generate better information 
over time by which to evaluate the efficacy of management and mitigation measures. 
 
Response to Comment 9 
See response to comment 1.  Board policy for the JDSF management plan is to incorporate a full 
array of management measures into the plan to actively manage for all natural resources, rather than 
emphasizing development of mitigation measures as after-the-fact additions to the plan through the 
EIR process.  The impact analysis therefore considers most management measures as a part of the 
plan.  The result is that the impact assessment evaluates a more integrated management plan.  The 
DEIR and REIR explicitly offer the opportunity for the public to review adopted management 
measures, just as they could review them as mitigation measures.  The proposed mitigation 
measures are found in the same part of each resource analysis section.  Impact areas for which 
mitigations were identified to be necessary are summarized in two adjacent tables in the executive 
summaries of both the DEIR and RDEIR (DEIR Tables I.2 and I.3; RDEIR Tables I.1 and I.2).  Each 
proposed mitigation measure identifies specific associated monitoring actions, including timing, 
scope, implementation responsibility, and monitoring responsibility.  Monitoring and adaptive 
management are further supported by the monitoring and adaptive management program provided as 
a part of the management plan (see ADFFMP Chapter 5). 
 
Response to Comment 10 
Section VII.6.6.7 does not apply to “all discussion of biological resources,” as the comment indicates, 
but only to wildlife and wildlife habitat.   
 
Management measures in the JDSF management plan are not “functionally equivalent” under CEQA, 
except to the extent that individual programs, such as Timber Harvesting Plans, have been explicitly 
recognized by the legislature as functional equivalents to and EIR.  The referenced page to the term 
“stand alone” document on page II-10 clearly referred only to a stated desire to present adequate 
information in the DEIR so that interested readers would not have to refer to review both the plan and 
EIR to make comments.   
 
A substantial number of “management measures” which are equivalent to mitigation measures, have 
been adopted since the previous DEIR, in response to public and agency comments.  These 
measures include substantial management to recover marbled murrelet habitat, manage and 
enhance large woody debris, and implementation of an accelerated road management plan (See 
DEIR Section 6.6.4; Pp VII.6.6-118-120), as well as snag management measures (V.6.6-131). The 
RDEIR included additional direction and measures resulting from Alternative G, such as Department 
of Fish and Game protocol botanical surveys for THPs and other large projects, designation of an 
additional 1,549-acre area for late seral forest development to support potential marbled murrelet 
habitat, designation of a 6,803-acre older forest structure zone, and significant restrictions on the use 
of clearcutting and other forms of even-aged management.   
 
The public is encouraged to comment to comment on whether the THP practices and standards 
identified in the plan are adequate to achieve resource protection and management goals, or to 
comment on the many additional management and mitigation measures that have been included, or 
any desired additional measures that the public recommends. 
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Response to Comment 11 
The commenter is mixing the Board's responsibilities for setting State Forest Policy, the goals and 
objectives of the proposed project and the Board's responsibilities under CEQA.  The Board's policies 
related to managing State Forests are described in DEIR section II.2.  The project goals and 
objectives are described in section III.2.  The Board's CEQA responsibilities for certifying this EIR and 
approving the DFMP are found in section IV.  CEQA requires alternatives be considered in an EIR 
that mitigate one or more of the proposed project's potentially significant effects and meet most of the 
proposed project's objectives (CCR §15126.6). The Board selected for consideration in the DEIR (and 
RDEIR) seven alternatives that met these requirements.  It also identified eight alternatives which 
were dismissed from further consideration because they did not meet those requirements.  The Board 
had already made the determination that the alternatives met the basic Board policy requirements in 
selecting the alternatives for analysis. The intent of an EIR is to disclose the potentially significant 
effects of a proposed project and provide mitigations and alternatives that reduce those 
impacts.   The Board has the discretion, independent of their decision on this EIR, to approve or 
disapprove the DFMP (or ADFFMP) based on its ability to meet their policy intent or the goals and 
objective of the Plan. 
 
Response to Comment 12 
The extent to which each alternative meets plan goals and objectives is summarized at the end of the 
analysis of each resource topic.  These tables provide a detailed basis for comparison of alternatives.  
The rationale and elements of each alternative are presented in the DEIR at pages VI-1 to VI-13 and 
in Table I.2, a 14-page table that summarizes significant effects of alternatives and associated 
mitigation measures, provides an accessible basis for comparing alternatives. Also, see response to 
Comment 11.  A similar scope of information about Alternative G is provided in the RDEIR (see 
RDEIR pages II-1 to II-17 and Table II.4.) 
 
Response to Comment 13 
To the extent that data collected within the Forest exists, it has been utilized to help quantify and 
characterize the effects of forest management, and inform the analysis performed for the DEIR.  
These data sets include, but are not limited to vegetation typing, forest stand inventory, stream water 
temperature, and plant and animal survey and species/habitat relationships, where known.  Because 
of its longstanding role as a research and demonstration state forest, and ongoing cooperation in data 
collection with partners such as the Department of Fish and Game and the National Council for Air 
and Stream Improvement, there is likely more detailed environmental data available for JDSF than 
any other comparable area in the Redwood Region.  Detailed data sets at the level of single THPs do 
not exist. 
 
The comment ignores the very substantial amount of research on watersheds and watershed 
cumulative effects that has been conducted at the Caspar Creek experimental watershed at JDSF.  
See DEIR sections VII.6.1 (Aquatic Resources), VII.7 (Geology and Soils), VII.10 (Hydrology and 
Water Quality), and section VIII (Cumulative Effects).  The Board believes that the Caspar Creek 
studies summarized in the DEIR provide a firm basis for many of the watershed and aquatic resource 
impact conclusions in the DEIR and RDEIR.  Results from the Caspar Creek study have been 
reported on in over 150 scientific papers that are available on the internet 
(http://www.fs.fed.us/psw/topics/water/caspar/caspubs.shtml).  These papers include study results on 
changes in peak flows, sediment yield, hillslope erosion, fisheries, and macroinvertebrate 
communities.  New study results are posted as they are available, with entries for papers completed 
in 2007 available.   
 
Response to Comment 14 
The DEIR/RDEIR does not rely exclusively on the Forest Practice Rules (FPR) in determining that no 
significant impacts will occur from implementation of the plan. Numerous mitigations and 
management measures that exceed the minimum standards in the FPRs have been included in the 
DEIR/RDEIR and ADFFMP as well as incorporating adaptive management and monitoring 
requirements. The DEIR/RDEIR relies upon JDSF data throughout the documents.   The comment 
ignores the adaptive management and monitoring program that is included as part of the DFMP and 
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ADFFMP (Chapter 5 of both documents).  This program provides exactly the kind of empirical testing 
that the commenter calls for.  Additionally, the ADFFMP calls for the establishment of three Riparian 
Restoration Demonstration Areas to test various approaches to protecting and enhancing riparian and 
aquatic habitats. 
 
Response to Comment 15 
The lack of comparison data regarding pre- and post-harvest populations for wildlife, fish, and plants 
mostly reflects the lack of such data.  The plan specifies a monitoring program that will provide 
additional information in the future that will help to validate the conclusions in the DEIR and RDEIR.  
Also, the comment seems to suggest that a scientific testing of hypotheses is a requirement and 
standard practice in CEQA documents.  In fact, this is not a typical approach; rather, more typical 
approaches to predicting impacts are to model management actions and their effects, as was 
performed in this EIR.  
 
Response to Comment 16 
Comparisons of the effectiveness of current practices to past practices is a valid approach for 
evaluating whether application of these practices will be effective in the future.  Comparative 
evaluations of practices have to be based on current conditions resulting from past actions.  There is 
no way to redesign past actions to achieve the perfect experimental design conditions that appear to 
be advocated by the commenter. 
 
Response to Comment 17 
The suggestion that management under the plan will be conducted so as to only meet the minimum 
requirements of the FPRs is erroneous.  Instead, the plan has incorporated a large number of 
management goals and additional management measures that maintain, enhance, and protect key 
environmental resources.  Examples include protection of old growth forest stands, key habitat 
elements in other stands, application of riparian management prescriptions, and many others.  This 
approach balances the desire to evaluate proposed management practices, protect resource values, 
and maintain options for future research and demonstration.  The DEIR and RDEIR evaluate the 
potential environmental impacts of implementing all plan measures as a whole and do not rely solely 
on an assumption that the Forest Practice Rules adequately mitigate all impacts.  Further, the 
commenter’s line of reasoning ignores that fact the timber management is only one of the 
management activities encompassed in the management plan.  Potential impacts of other program 
elements--such as recreation and improvement of the road system to reduce sediment inputs—also 
are addressed in the DEIR and RDEIR.  Finally, the plan will evaluate the effectiveness of practices 
through monitoring and adaptive management, as recommended in this comment. 
 
Response to Comment 18 
Available inventory, monitoring, and research data were used in designing the plan alternatives.  For 
example, the commenter overlooks the substantial Caspar Creek watershed research that was 
utilized in the DEIR (see also response to comment 13). The DEIR does not “assume” adequacy, but 
rather makes a determination based on available information, modeling results, public input and 
professional judgment.  Where the evaluation determined that additional measures were needed or 
beneficial, they were identified as mitigation measures.    
 
Response to Comment 19 
The discussion of monitoring and adaptive management does provide information on the 
circumstance under which monitoring will be performed.  Specific schedules and locations for 
monitoring cannot be specified now, as the program needs to respond adaptively to management 
actions.  Such a level of specificity also is not appropriate for a program-level document, and an 
attempt to provide a specific monitoring program would increase the size of a document that has 
been criticized for being too lengthy. 
 
Substantive decisions regarding monitoring and mitigation are explicitly the responsibility of the 
department professionals that are charged with managing JDSF.  Other agency professionals have 
substantive roles in the THP process and in ensuring compliance with other laws and regulations, and 
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such involvement may lead to agency reporting or agency review of monitoring reports.  Similar to 
other resource management agencies, the department and the Board have not established a 
scientific review panel to oversee all monitoring and adaptive management efforts on the JDSF.  
 
Response to Comment 20 
See response to comment 17.  Also, the cited phrases do not appear in the referenced section of the 
mitigation and monitoring plan for aquatic resources.  Rather, the description uses terms such as “will 
be monitored…every two years as part of a formal monitoring program”, and “completed THPs that 
have over-wintered for 1 to 4 years will be monitored”.  Detailed monitoring plans will be developed 
for specific sites, areas, and management programs as required to meet the monitoring commitments 
in the EIR.  These will be available for public review upon request.  
 
Response to Comment 21 
Grouping of all mitigation and monitoring requirements (MMRs) in a single section may have been 
preferable for those people desiring to review all provisions.  The approach taken in the DEIR, of 
placing MMRs in the same area of each resource section, was done to allow those with specific 
interests to readily access this information.  While this placement approach may be inconvenient for 
some readers, it hardly “precludes meaningful review” as this letter demonstrates. See also the 
response to comment 9. 
 
The ADFFMP includes a compilation of most mitigation requirements and management measures 
(Appendix IX). 
 
Response to Comment 22   
See response to comments 9, 20 and 21. To narrowly define monitoring parameters in a program-
level document is inherently contrary to the philosophy of adaptive management, which seeks to 
adapt management (in this case monitoring requirements) to fit the needs of specific situations and to 
respond to ongoing monitoring efforts to improve their performance over time.  In addition, mitigation 
monitoring must evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation measures. 
 
Response to Comment 23 
Program EIR project descriptions describe a future series of activities or actions that are 
proposed.  Individual projects proposed at a later date will provide the specificity necessary to ensure 
that project-specific potential impacts are addressed in accordance with the guidance provided in the 
Program EIR or at the project level.  CEQA case law establishes that the alternatives need only relate 
to the proposed project as a whole and are not required to address all phases or project parts [Big 
Rock Mesa Property Owners Association v. Board of Supervisors (2d Dist. 1977) 73 Cal.App.3d 218 
[139Cal.Rptr.445]]; and alternatives analysis for a plan level EIR do not need to contain the level of 
detail and specificity found in the project level EIRs [Larson Boat Shop, Inc. v. Board of Harbor 
Commissioners (2d Dist. 1993) 18 Cal.App. 4th 729, 741-746[22 Cal.Rpt.2d 618]]. 
 
Section VI of the DEIR presents a brief description of each alternative and provides a 38-
page detailed comparison of the alternatives in Table VI.1 (matrix approach suggested in CCR 
15126.6(d)). Analogous information is provided in the RDEIR (pages II-1 to II-17 and Table II.4).  
Within each resource area analyzed in sections VII and VIII (for cumulative impacts), the EIR also 
presents tables that provide an impact comparison and impact significance call for each alternative. 
The alternatives comparison table for wildlife resources is 29 pages in length. In addition to the check 
boxes to provide a general indication of impact levels, the brief text provides more fine-grained 
information.  It is the Board's opinion that the specificity and detail provided is appropriate for a 
program EIR. 
  
The commenters conclusion that the "failure to identify substantial differences in impact significance 
among the alternatives” is due to the alternative descriptions being "vague and indefinite" is 
incorrect.  The impacts are often (not always) similar because the activities undertaken in each 
alternative are similar; restricted by the limitations imposed by the Board Policy and Public Resources 
Code intent.  JDSF use is limited to research and demonstration resulting in a limited number of ways 
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to accomplish that mandate.  The Board did not have the flexibility to propose alternatives that 
radically diverged from the management proposed under the DFMP.  Alternatives that described 
establishing a state park or developing home sites might have revealed significant differences in 
terms of potential impacts, but would have been wholly infeasible and therefore not appropriate for 
consideration in this EIR. Instead the DEIR and RDEIR present 7 similar means for managing a 
demonstration and research forest, with minor adjustments in harvest levels, allocations of 
silvicultural prescriptions and protection measures.  Consequently, it is difficult to detect significant 
differences in the resultant environmental impacts. 
 
Response to Comment 24 
See response to comment 1.  The claim that the public is unable to evaluate and comment on the EIR 
is belied by the fact that the BOF received several thousand comments, many of which were 
substantive.   Many comments were submitted by qualified professionals from other agencies.  As a 
Lead Agency, the Board of Forestry as preparer of the EIR, assembled a team consisting of 
professionals with expertise in the disciplines covered by the documents.   Convening scientific peer 
review panels to review EIRs has not been a standard or even infrequent practice in implementing 
CEQA.  
 
Response to Comment 25 
The plan did incorporate extensive watershed analyses conducted by both the department and 
Stillwater Sciences (CDF, 1999). Contrary to the comment, much of the DEIR incorporates 
substantial elements that are based on a watershed level of analysis and incorporate many of the 
elements for a watershed analysis as discussed in the Scientific Review Panel report (pp. 29 – 30) 
cited by commenter.  This includes a watershed wide assessment of: peak flow impacts (Appendix 
10), road related sediment impacts (Appendix 11), summary of timber harvesting activities by 
watershed unit (section VIII and Appendix 14), and management impacts to water quality (Appendix 
12).  The plan also has identified a large number of management measures (including both FPRs and 
substantial additional protection measures) and additional mitigation measures based on a Forest-
wide analysis of resource conditions and requirements to achieve resource goals.  These measures 
(including analysis of local resource conditions and appropriate management measures) will be 
implemented on a site-specific basis, as any sound management program would do.    
 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF). 1999. Draft Habitat Conservation 
Plan/Sustained Yield Plan for Jackson Demonstration State Forest. Administrative Review Draft 
prepared by Stillwater Sciences, Berkeley, California, dated June 1999. Sacramento, CA. 
 
Response to Comment 26 
The decline of federally-listed salmonids has resulted at least partly as a result of past forest 
management actions that occurred under various sets of previous FPRs.  Sediment related impacts 
related from past management activities are acknowledged in the DEIR to pose substantial and long 
lasting impacts.  Sediment budgets conducted by JDSF and in support of the Noyo and Big River 
TMDL both clearly highlight road issues as a primary sediment source.  The road management plan 
follows a widely accepted watershed-wide approach to inventory and prioritize roads repairs and road 
decommissioning.   In addition to implementation of the current FPRs (which have been refined in 
response to recent aquatic habitat concerns), the proposed JDSF management plan alternative 
adopts a number of protection measures, including protection of all existing stands of old growth 
forest, recruitment of substantial amounts of late successional forest, protection of riparian areas 
through designation of late successional prescriptions for Watercourse and Lake Protection Zones; a 
management measure for large woody debris survey, recruitment, and placement; requiring 
maintenance of stream canopies at levels above the FPRs, and a commitment to address roads that 
are contributing to aquatic habitat degradation.  Finally, extensive watershed analysis was 
incorporated in the management program in the proposed plan and its environmental analysis  In 
short, past consequences created under very different management conditions does not serve as 
strong evidence of likely future conditions of aquatic habitat.   
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Response to Comment 27 
The fine level of detail for the field based stream habitat data makes it somewhat impractical to 
present on forest wide maps.  However, the stream habitat data, representing current conditions, is 
presented and discussed under section 6.1.3 Aquatic Habitat Conditions (DEIR pages VII.6.1-18 to 
VII.6.1-25).  Further, two GIS-based watershed analyses similar to that which is discussed by the 
commenter are presented in the Cumulative Effects section (DEIR pages VIII-66 to VIII-75). 
 
Response to Comment 28 
The importance of JDSF and surrounding watershed lands to coho salmon is identified on page DEIR 
VII.6.1-37 and VII.6.1-54 to VII.6.1-56.   
 
Response to Comment 29 
The Board, the department, and JDSF all recognize and acknowledge the importance of coho stocks 
that use stream habitats on the Forest as a significant part of the regional metapopulation and 
recognize the importance of the population component to species conservation and recovery (See 
summary in DEIR Section 6.1.6, on pages VII.6.1-53 to VII.6.1-71).  The extensive management 
practices proposed in the plan to protect and enhance aquatic habitats demonstrate this awareness 
and commitment to contribute to species recovery.  It also seems appropriate to acknowledge that 
important stocks remain on JDSF because suitable habitat conditions have been maintained as a 
result of past and recent management practices, which have been more protective than on many 
surrounding lands.   
 
The management goals for JDSF expressed in the ADFFMP make clear the concern of the Board 
and the department for protecting and restoring watersheds and fisheries.  The Forest Restoration 
Goal has an objective to “Focus on restoring the more productive river and stream systems from the 
low gradient floodplains to intermittent streams in the upper reaches to improve the habitat conditions 
and populations of salmonids, other fish species, amphibians, and other plants and animals 
dependent upon riparian ecosystems.”  The Plan’s Watershed and Ecological Processes Goal is to 
“Promote and maintain the health, sustainability, ecological processes, and biological diversity of the 
forest and watersheds during the conduct of all land management activities.” 
 
Response to Comment 30 
The DIEIR text was not intended to suggest that JDSF was no more important to coho than other 
surrounding lands.  Rather, the statement simply intended to convey for purposes of cumulative 
evaluation that the populations are likely to have declined within the assessment area (which includes 
JDSF and adjacent lands within the same watersheds), and to acknowledge that populations within 
JDSF also have likely declined.  It also does not intend to convey that JDSF lands are not important 
to recovery.  In fact, they are recognized as among the highest value habitat for coho and other 
species, due to past management practices, and are treated to protect and enhance habitat value.  
One could just as easily argue that presentation of this information would generate public concern 
rather than “suppressing” public comment.    
 
Response to Comment 31 
The proposed management plan seeks to “minimize impacts of activities contributing to direct and 
indirect stream habitat degradation, and focus restoration efforts to benefit salmonid recovery” 
throughout the Forest.  DEIR analyses, such as the GIS-based model (DEIR pages VIII-66 to VIII-72) 
that was developed to evaluate the recovery potential for planning watersheds that include JDSF and 
the larger assessment area, will provide an important source of information to further guide future 
management and restoration actions.  For example, prioritizing road segments to be treated under 
the ADFFMP’s Road Management Program.  The approach of the management plan is to avoid take 
of listed species, thus a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) approach is not directly relevant.  However, 
the watershed assessment approach utilized in the DEIR and RDEIR and the ADFFMP’s designation 
of management measures to contribute to recovery are similar to typical HCPs. 
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Response to Comment 32 
The commenter assumes incorrectly that comments provided by NOAA Fisheries on the 2002 DEIR 
were not addressed in the plan and DEIR.  The Board agrees with the commenter and NOAA 
Fisheries that if take would occur under the plan, it would require authorization under Section 10 of 
the federal ESA.   
 
Previously, the Department initiated preparation of an HCP to address potential for take on JDSF, but 
during its preparation, the Department recognized that it had the obligation and the opportunity to 
implement actions that would avoid take of coho salmon and encourage recovery of aquatic habitats.  
Therefore, it initiated preparation of the revised JDSF Management Plan that would incorporate these 
recovery-focused management measures. 
 
During preparation of the 2005 DEIR, the Board incorporated a number of management and 
mitigation measures that respond specifically to comments received from the public and agencies 
(including NOAA Fisheries) on the previous versions of the DEIR.  The following measures were 
included: The plan outlines an aggressive road management program intended to protect and 
enhance riparian and aquatic habitats over time.  Riparian zones are either not harvested or are 
lightly harvested, primarily by cable skyline systems, using prescriptions designed to encourage 
development of late successional habitat conditions.  Stream channels are protected, and shade 
canopy is retained at or near pre-harvest levels.  An additional management measure for large woody 
debris (LWD) survey, recruitment, and placement, provides a process and standards for increasing 
the quantity of LWD in streams or available for recruitment.  Additionally, instream and hillslope 
monitoring, as described in Chapter 5 of the DFMP, will provide further evidence of stream condition 
and attainment of water quality objectives. 
 
In summary, the Board did not propose to mitigate for take that would occur under the plan as 
suggested by the commenter.  Instead, it identified management and mitigation measures that would 
avoid take and would benefit coho salmon habitat, including habitat protection, enhancement, and 
restoration.  Therefore, the Board does not consider it necessary to request authorization for 
incidental take of coho salmon under the ESA.   
 
Although NOAA fisheries referenced it’s 2002 letter based on the previous plan formulation and DEIR 
management and mitigation measures, which stated that the plan and EIR “do not support the 
assertion that JDSF timber harvest will avoid take of Federally listed salmonids”, it did not include a 
similar comment in its 2006 letter.   
 
Response to Comment 33 
See response to above comments.  As discussed in the Cumulative Effects and Aquatics section of 
the DEIR, a conservation planning framework was developed to evaluate the restoration potential of 
planning watersheds within JDSF and throughout the larger assessment area.  A conservation and 
planning framework that guides management actions is a process that will evolve over time, and as 
the methodologies mature it will become integrated into future planning documents that guide 
management actions. 
 
Response to Comment 34 
The DEIR provides programmatic direction for vegetation management. Appendix 13 lists the aquatic 
toxicity of the herbicides proposed for use. Water monitoring of forestry use has constantly shown 
little water contamination by the herbicides proposed for use. The issue of listed salmonids and 
herbicides has received substantial attention as a result of the lawsuit regarding endangered 
salmonids - Washington Toxics Coalition v. EPA.  The following findings resulted; Four of the five 
herbicides proposed for use by JDSF were reviewed. Imazapyr and Sulfometuron methyl were found 
to have “not-likely-to-adversely-affect the salmon and steelhead or their habitat”. Tryclopyr TEA 
(amine form) was fond to have “no direct or indirect adverse effects” on ESUs (Evolutionary 
Significant Units) relevant to JDSF. For Glyphosate: “the use of glyphosate at label limits may affect 
the species of concern, but is unlikely to adversely affect” for the Coho ESU relevant to JDSF. Note 
that uses that would approach the label limit of 5 lbs. of active ingredient per acre are not anticipated 
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at JDSF. Forestry use Triclopyr BBE (ester form) was found to “May Affect, not likely to adversely 
affect” for some ESUs relevant to JDSF. There are additional buffering measures in effect for 
Triclopyr BBE near salmon supporting waters. 
 
The DEIR does not establish a total herbicide or surfactant stream load. The RDEIR adds further 
restrictions on herbicide use. Individual projects will vary in the potential to deliver herbicides to water; 
requiring site-specific measures such as increasing buffer width or changing surfactants to reduce 
this risk. This document does not preclude site-specific projects from future CEQA analysis. Projects 
must comply not only with the management plan, but also with other regulatory requirements, the 
product label, county rules, and the site specific pesticide use recommendation. Protection of aquatic 
resources is recognized at many points. 
 
The future quantity or timing of herbicide use is speculative at this point in time. Site-specific 
mitigation is developed to prevent significant impacts. 
 
See also the responses to DEIR comment letter E-28 from Californians Against Toxic Substances. 
 
Response to Comment 35  
The DEIR and Appendix 13 included review of both scientific literature and relevant synthesis of 
literature such as risk assessments.  Given the range of objectives, conditions, and options for 
treatment, the DEIR provides general level of analysis, recognizing that specific projects will require 
detailed analysis. From the programmatic perspective, impacts to salmonids will be prevented by 
using herbicides in a manner consistent with the project-level analysis and with legal requirements, 
utilizing relevant approaches including the appropriate concentration, formulation, application 
technique, and set-back from water sources.  Until a specific project is proposed, mitigation for future 
herbicide use is speculative. Once a project proposes herbicide use, the use will be analyzed and 
mitigation will be required to address potential impacts.   
 
When specific information on herbicide effects was presented to the Board, including information 
related to salmonids, it was reviewed in detail (see the response to DEIR comment letter E-28, 
received from Californians for Alternatives to Toxics) and no significant new information was 
identified.  
 
Response to Comment 36 
Detailed information on the distribution and abundance of aquatic amphibians is not available.  
Therefore, the impact assessment is based on known on-site information from nonsystematic 
surveys, known habitat relationships information, and predicted effects of actions on habitats.  This is 
a widely-used approach for programmatic impact evaluation for many management plans (including 
many regional HCPs) and other projects, as the cost of acquiring comprehensive site-specific 
information is prohibitive. 
 
Response to Comment 37 
The discussion of impacts to the red-legged frog clearly states that that the species is found “in the 
vicinity” of aquatic habitats, and that they “can be found away from permanent water”.  The terrestrial 
habitats used by the red-legged frog, western pond turtle, and foothill yellow legged frog, however, 
are well-documented to be located primarily in close association with aquatic habitats.  Proposed 
protection of WLPZs will protect aquatic habitat as well as the primary upland habitat used by 
sensitive amphibian species. For example, the Management Plan contains specific standards for the 
retention of snags and downed logs that are operative on both riparian and upland areas. 
 
Response to Comment 38 
The JDSF plan specifies that springs and seeps that provide habitat for non-fish aquatic species will 
receive the same protections as are provided to Class II streams.  In addition, the FPRs (Title 14 
CCR 916.5) specifically require the identification and protection of springs, seeps and other isolated 
wetland features during timber harvest planning.  These measures include provisions for buffer 
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zones, canopy retention, equipment exclusion, and protection of the soil surface, among others.  The 
JDSF plan also specifies protection of wetland areas by restricting activities. 
 
Response to Comment 39 
The need for landscape-level analysis of amphibian impacts depends on the likelihood of impacts that 
would result from multiple actions in different locations.  The EIR evaluated the adequacy of site-
specific management measures applied throughout the Forest, including WLPZ protection, 
maintenance and recruitment of late-successional habitats in WLPZs, implementation of a 25-foot no-
harvest inner protection zone adjacent to all Class I and Class II watercourses, protection of old 
growth forests, recruitment of late successional forest in upland areas, and protection of isolated 
wetland areas and concluded that little or no impact would occur to amphibians.  The cumulative 
analysis also looked at water temperature and other habitat conditions on surrounding lands and their 
effects on aquatic resources within JDSF, with the actions proposed in the plan, and concluded that 
habitats would be maintained and enhanced for amphibian species.  There is no reason to believe 
that a more intensive analysis of landscape conditions under the plan would detect a different effect 
on amphibian species. 
 
Response to Comment 40 
This comment assumes that “potentially significant large-scale indirect spatial impacts” would occur to 
amphibian species.  No evidence is provided, however, to support this contention.  The EIR preparers 
documented in detail a rationale for why amphibian habitats would improve through implementation of 
the proposed plan and many of the plan alternatives.  See response to comment 39. 
 
Response to Comment 41 
Comment noted. 
 
Response to Comment 42 
Lost Lake occurs within JDSF. McGuire’s Pond is located within private lands adjacent to and 
upstream of JDSF. The assessment reflected in the DEIR focuses on plants exhibiting the highest 
potential for impact, which are those that would be found within project areas. The DEIR notes that 
the lists do not include minor vegetation communities (page VII.6.2-13). Project-specific plant survey 
would include survey for species of concern associated with aquatic ecosystems. Many of the plants 
that favor aquatic environments were evaluated in Appendix 7B-3, but not included in the list found at 
VII.6.2-14.    
 
JDSF has benefited immensely in working with Department of Fish and Game botanist Clare Golec in 
developing relevant plant lists used in the DEIR. The lists are intended to be dynamic, as knowledge 
of rare plant biology improves.  
 
Response to Comment 43 
The analysis considers the factors with potential to impact aquatic plants. The evaluation process 
(DEIR Appendix 7B-3) found that aquatic plants were “unlikely” to be found in areas disturbed by 
timber management. The document provides planning and programmatic analysis and direction for 
plant survey. Salmonid protection measures will reduce the risk of direct or indirect impacts to rare 
aquatic plants. The watercourse protection zone will minimize direct disturbance and indirect effects 
such as sediment delivery or canopy reduction. The DEIR does not eliminate the need to conduct 
site-specific analysis for unique aquatic resources such as Lost Lake, or other projects near habitat 
for aquatic plants. The cumulative effects analysis (VII-88) includes a definition and discussion of 
potential impacts to rare and endangered aquatic plants.   
 
Response to Comment 44 
The commenter assumes that survey for rare plants will not be conducted. In fact, scoping and survey 
are proposed (DEIR VII.6.2.23). For Alternative G, the provision for survey will be clarified as follows; 
“For timber harvest plans and other large projects with the potential for negative effects on rare 
plants, JDSF shall follow the Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare, 
Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Natural Communities (CDFG 2000)." This will result in 
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floristic surveys for the effected areas. On smaller scale projects, the survey effort will be appropriate 
for the level of analysis and the risk of impact to rare plants. This provision is included in the 
ADFFMP. 
 
Response to Comment 45 
In discussing “CDF practices,” the commenter seems to be referring to the Department's role in 
review of THPs. The DEIR is not a Timber Harvesting Plan but a planning document that provides 
programmatic focus for vegetation management. Please see DEIR II8-15 for a discussion of the role 
of the Forest Practice Rules relative to the Management Plan for JDSF. 
 
JDSF staff have found the CNDDB and CNPS databases useful for initial scoping, but not as a 
substitute for survey. Reporting by local timber management firms, consultants, and DFG personnel 
provide useful information on habitat attributes that is not available in the literature.  Since 2002, 
JDSF has submitted all new CNPS list 1 and 2 rare plant occurrences to CNDDB to help support this 
resource. See the response to comment 44 above for the language regarding conduct of DFG 2000 
protocol surveys. 
 
Response to Comment 46 
The commenter is apparently referring to Appendix 7B-2. The species descriptions were based 
primarily on the references cited. The characterization of the state of knowledge and of potential 
threats is based on the cited references, primary the CNDDB and CNPS databases. Where local 
knowledge was used to supplement the reference material, the risk to unprotected occurrences was 
described. The DEIR incorporates appropriate protection measures. 
 
Environmental analysis typically includes multiple steps, including the identification of resources that 
could be affected, an assessment of potential effects, and implementation of measures or mitigation 
to reduce the level of impact. This process is generally followed by monitoring and adaptive 
management, in consideration of the effectiveness of the mitigation. The descriptions of threats to 
species listed in appendix 7B-2 are one aspect the first step. The DIER includes provision for survey 
and the establishment of protection measures.  These are listed in the Specific Management Actions 
section. The ADFFMP specifies the use of DFG survey protocol as the standard for THPs and other 
large projects with the potential for negative effects on rare plants. Significant impacts are not 
expected to occur.  
 
Response to Comment 47 
See response 44 for clarification of the plant survey protocol. The guidelines include items listed in 
the comment letter, with the exception of DFG review and consultation. The THP review process 
includes participation by DFG. Surveys will be conducted and the resulting reports provided to DFG.  
JDSF staff intend to consult with DFG on appropriate protection measures, and DFG, as a member of 
the review team, may make recommendations for the protection of plant species. 
 
Response to Comment 48 
The finalized plan specifies pre-harvest but not routine post harvest surveys. The commenter states 
the objectives for post harvest surveys should be to determine if the protection measures failed either 
directly or indirectly.  The Board generally agrees with this statement.  Harvest areas are generally 
inspected by reviewing agencies following completion of logging activity.  One of the purposes of the 
inspections is to evaluate the protection that was provided to resources of concern within the area. 
JDSF staff has conducted informal monitoring and problems associated with shade tolerant species 
have not been noted. The most common form of mitigation applied in project areas is complete 
avoidance of rare plant occurrences. As an example, JDSF staff work directly with DFG botanical 
staff to develop protection measures for Astragalus agnicidus (a shade intolerant species) that occurs 
within the Forest.  The DFMP includes direction regarding plant monitoring.  The DEIR (Section 6.2.7, 
Additional Management Measure 1) states “.... planning continued monitoring for rare plant 
occurrences in areas at risk for invasive plant infestations.”  
 

Page IV.12-71 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Response to Comment 49 
The DFMP includes provision for monitoring and adaptive management.  Please see response to 
comment 48 above.  The finalized plan includes for Periodic Monitoring and Adaptive Management 
(Chapter 5), “Floristic surveys in some area to gain a better understanding of the relationships 
between local plants their distribution and their habitats.”  
 
Response to Comment 50 
The State CNDDB and CNPS plant lists include many species at the edge of their range that are 
more abundant elsewhere (example Lycopodium clavatum). This phenomenon is well recognized by 
the CNDDB – NatureServe system that includes a state and global rating for species. Conversely 
there are species recognized as locally common but globally limited. CNPS rating “2” refers to plants 
that are rare in California but more common elsewhere. The CNPS also includes ratings of  “3” and 
“4” for plants with more uncertainty or of limited distribution.  The concerns the commenter listed have 
been recognized and included in plant conservation efforts. The DEIR recognizes these efforts and 
utilizes their evaluation of specific species status. Regarding the concern for monotrophic plants, 
please see the lengthy response to California Department of Fish and Game comment 30 (DEIR 
agency comment letter A-5) for proposed special concern area for mature Douglas-fir/hardwood 
stands on gentle slopes.   
 
Lomolino and Channell’s 1998 paper cited by the comment was a commentary responding to an 
earlier review of their work on range collapse of endangered mammals. It does not provide specific 
information on plant species in the JDSF region.  
 
Pacific yew was harvested elsewhere within its range when the species was the sole known source of 
taxol, a cancer treatment substance. At JDSF, this species is uncommon, and found primarily near 
watercourses and within the protection zone for those watercourses.  The species is not considered 
to have commercial value, and is not listed. Potential impacts to the species would be minor and 
incidental in nature.  
 
The DIER recognizes both listed plants and the habitats where they are found. The change in habitat 
based on functional plants group analysis (DEIR VII.6.2-30 to -36) uses special concern species as a 
basis. It is flexible enough to incorporate plants without a specific listing status. There is considerable 
scientific literature review on pages VII.6.2-37 to -40.   
 
The legal status and listing of plants is based on known science concerning the species.  The 
commenter provides no new information to support the stated premise. The DIER states that the 
special concern list is dynamic, and species will be added and removed as knowledge rare plants 
improves.  The DFG survey protocol will be utilized for botanical surveys conducted for THPs and 
certain other projects on JDSF (see response to comment 44). This approach will help contribute to 
knowledge of rare plants over time.   
 
We also note that the ADFFMP proposes very low levels of even-aged management, particularly 
clearcutting.  The ADFFMP limits even-aged management of all forms to a maximum of 2,700 acres 
(or 5.5 percent of the Forest area) per decade.  Within this total, clearcutting is limited to 100 acres 
(0.2 percent of the Forest area) per decade where strictly necessary for purposes of research, 
demonstration, forest health, difficult regeneration situations.  Up to an additional 400 acres may be 
clearcut per decade, but only for specific research purposes that cannot reasonably be met through 
any other method. The comments regarding even-aged management will be further discussed in 
context in the following response. 
 
Response to Comment 51 
The commenter speculates that several impacts may occur, based upon the following eroneous 
assumptions:  herbicide operations conducted after even-age harvest would be broadcast in nature; 
all plants with the exception of conifer crop trees would be killed; and that existing rare plant 
occurrences would not be protected and new occurrences of disturbance-following rare plants not be 
detected or protected.   
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The DEIR provides a brief list of situations were herbicides may be used. One of these is to enable 
successful reforestation, when the control of hardwoods may be desirable to improve the level of 
conifer site occupancy. This section also describes how broadcast burning of harvest units has 
declined. Broadcast burning commonly results in a dense growth of ceanothus, manzanita and 
hardwood sprouts. This brushy growth can be reduced by selected treatment of competing 
vegetation, which reduces the necessity of broadcast burning, and the subsequent potential need for 
wide-spread herbicide use.  Regionally, broadcast burning has declined, retaining more woody 
material on site for resource concerns, and reducing the amount of vegetation that would impede 
successful conifer regeneration.  No broadcast burning has been conducted in JDSF for over a 
decade.  In the eastern, drier parts of the forest, hardwoods are present at higher than normal 
densities as a result of past management practices and the historic occurrence of repeated fires. 
 
Alternative G (see RDEIR pages II-10 to -11) and the ADFFMP (see Chapter 3) place additional 
restrictions on herbicide use.  The ADFFMP includes the following in Chapter 3: “Adjusting imbalance 
in conifer/hardwood stocking levels by utilizing herbicides will be limited to specific reforestation 
situations on the east side of the Forest. In specific areas toward the east end of the forest, high 
tanoak stocking levels are capable of preventing native conifer establishment and growth. Herbicides 
may be used to decrease native hardwood stocking levels only when other options: are prohibitively 
expensive, dramatically increase fuel loading, are overly damaging to conifer regeneration, or are not 
likely to be successful.” This direction makes it clear that selective treatment of hardwoods by 
herbicides would be limited in scope and highly unlikely to result in the effects postulated by the 
commenter.  
 
Rare plant occurrences will be identified by botanical surveys conducted during project planning, and 
will be protected during conduct of harvesting and reforestation efforts. Selective treatment of one or 
two hardwood species would not result in the equivalent of a broadcast application of herbicides. 
Rare plants would not be treated with herbicides or otherwise removed.  
 
Response to Comment 52 
The commenter's premise that there would be off-target effects of herbicides in water is speculative.  
Please see the response to comment 34 for more detail.  The DEIR discussion of impacts to rare 
plants (VII.6.2-26 to -29) focuses on the measures needed to prevent significant effects. This section 
recognizes that surveys are key to protecting rare plants. The RDEIR Alternative G and the ADFFMP 
include this direction:   “For timber harvesting plans and other large projects with the potential for 
negative effects on rare plants, JDSF shall follow the Guidelines for Assessing the Effects of 
Proposed Projects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Plants and Natural Communities 
(California Department of Fish and Game 2000).”  The Board recognizes that surveys are key to 
detection and finds the determinations of significance for plants to be well supported. 
 
Response to Comment 53 
The list of species of special concern does not ignore epiphytic plants.  An epiphytic lichen, Usnea 
longissima, is included on the special concern list (VII.6.2-14). With regard to old tree canopies, the 
management plan measures to protect old growth trees, aggregations, and stands will benefit the 
epiphytic plants found in this habitat. In addition, the 6,803-acre Older Forest Structure Zone 
described in the ADFFMP, in addition to the late seral forest development in Class I and II WLPZs, 
will provide spatial continuity for these and other species. 
 
Response to Comment 54 
Plants become reestablished rapidly following harvest. The DEIR and RDEIR recognize the role that 
disturbance plays in invasive weed management. Most local occurrences of invasive plants are 
associated with temporary soil disturbance and coincident shade canopy reduction.  These can occur 
in relation to both even-aged and uneven-aged management, though canopy reduction tends to be 
more accentuated with even-aged management techniques.  As the canopy becomes re-established 
invasives tend to decline.   
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The Integrate Weed Management (IWM) Program that is included in the ADFFMP provides measures 
for addressing invasive species issues.  Many measures are available on a site-specific basis to 
reduce the level of introduction and to prevent the spread of invasives.  These measures include the 
retention of shade canopy in areas where soil is disturbed, rapid re-establishment of native species, 
cable yarding to reduce or prevent the occurrence of bare soil surfaces, and target removal of 
invasive plants by pulling or through the use of other treatment measures.  
 
See also the response to comment 50 regarding the low level of even-aged management that will be 
allowed on JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 55 
IWM is an ecologically-based approach capable of addressing the interactions between weeds and 
harvest-related disturbance. For example, two of the three species listed by the commenter have 
propagules spread by animals or wind.  Managing to prevent the spread of those species cannot be 
accomplished by simply cleaning equipment.  A superior method of control is to alter conditions 
favorable to establishment and spread, so that infestations are less likely to occur and are more 
easily controlled. 
 
Timber harvests will vary in their potential to increase invasive weeds based on existing conditions 
and proposed actions. The measures developed must be project specific. The ADFFMP Planned 
Actions for invasive weeds Chapter 3 include the following “Staff will consider the impacts of exotic 
weeds to native vegetation during the normal course of project development. If there is a high 
likelihood of weed spread due to a nearby infestation, mitigations will be considered where 
appropriate and consentient with IWM to minimize the spread of invasive weeds.” 
 
A focus upon managing for environmental conditions that limit invasive weed habitat is a principle that 
can be applied to harvest proposals.  For example, WLPZ protection measures for Class I streams 
call for 85% overstory canopy cover in the inner 75 feet and 70% in the next 125 feet, making these 
areas less conducive to Himalayan berry infestation. Other adaptive management strategies can be 
used to avoid expanding invasive weed populations along roads and in recently disturbed areas, such 
as harvest units. 
 
The DEIR and REIR recognized that rare plants can be affected by invasives, primarily due to 
competition for growing space and needed resources.   DEIR Additional Management Measure 1 
recognizes that protection of rare plants (candidate, sensitive, or special concern species) from 
invasive plants is a high priority for Integrated Weed Management activities.  
 
See also the response to comment 50 regarding the amount of even-aged management that will be 
allowed on JDSF. 
 
Response to Comment 56 
The DEIR is programmatic with respect to vegetation management. The exact scope of future 
projects cannot be estimated in detail, so precise quantities of herbicide utilized cannot be predicted 
or specified.  The DEIR identifies the specific herbicides most likely to be used on the Forest (see 
Appendix 13).  By implementing IWM principles, the Department will manage more efficiently and with 
less potential for negative effects by invasive plants or control measures as time passes. The 
comment speculates with respect to the utility of minimization of herbicide use.  The use of fire or 
heavy equipment for vegetation management can result in negative effects that exceed those of 
herbicide use. The consideration of site-specific projects with varying environmental conditions and 
treatment options are speculative and beyond the scope of this document. The potential for impacts 
associated with these projects will be considered in detail as the projects are planned and assessed.  
 
Response to Comment 57 
The comment provides no basis for the supposition that herbicide use could result in a potential 
significant effect. In evaluating herbicides for potential use, the Department considered both product 
labels and physical characteristics to understand which herbicides would be appropriate to use at 
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JDSF. The ADFFMP includes limitations and requires planning prior to any use.  Herbicide use is a 
management technique with inherent advantages and disadvantages, as are other techniques like 
burning or mechanical treatments. Vegetation management must consider the variations in site 
conditions, species, and management actions 
 
With regard to the suggested programmatic measures, see response 44 above. Early treatment of 
invasives may be beneficial in some situations.   
 
Response to Comment 58 
The DEIR (Section VII.6.3.-16) includes this information on fertilizer use: “Soil fertilization may be 
used to increase the growth of desired forest tree species. Fertilization generally involves aerial or 
ground-based dispersal of granular fertilizers. Fertilization will not be used as a stand improvement 
practice on JDSF except in conjunction with a specific research project. One fertilization trial was 
completed in the 1970s with inconclusive results. No fertilization research projects are currently under 
consideration.” This section states that fertilization would only be used as part of a research project. 
The document does not provide for wide-spread fertilization. If fertilization were to be proposed as 
part of a research study, project-specific analysis would be needed to determine the potential for 
impacts to sensitive areas or rare plants. The ADFFMP includes guidance to maintain the current 
distribution and species composition for the pygmy plant community and protect it from human 
disturbance. Given this direction, projects that could affect the Pygmy community would be restricted.  
If a research project were to be undertaken, careful study of invasive and native species response 
would be of value.  
 
Response to Comment 59 
See response to comment 58.  Currently, fertilization studies are not under consideration. The text 
discloses past use and does not prohibit research in the future.  Restricting research options on a 
public forest may not only limit knowledge of the main effect of fertilization, changes in crop tree 
growth, but also indirect effects such as changes in flora. Actual fertilization rates and locations would 
be dependent upon future research proposals, if any. The DEIR is intended to provide programmatic 
direction, and analysis of fertilization studies would be most appropriate at a project level.  
 
Response to Comment 60 
The comment letter speculates that future fertilization would follow logging related nutrient fluxes with 
results that may be potentially significant. In general nutrients are considered to be a possible limiting 
factor when trees fully occupy the site, not immediately after harvest.  Any future harvests that are 
associated with fertilizer study would consider the timing and mitigate appropriately to prevent 
cumulative effects. As stated in response 58 above, the DEIR recognizes the importance of protecting 
the pygmy community.   
 
Response to Comment 61 
The level of detail that the comment requests is beyond the scope of the EIR. The DEIR provides 
programmatic direction with respect to vegetation management. The IWM goals and actions are 
broad-scale measures that emphasize management with a sound ecological basis and prevention 
orientation.  Given the scope of conditions, projects, and species, analysis must be site-specific.  The 
DEIR does not relieve the department from conducting the appropriate site-specific analysis before 
undertaking any weed management activities. The ADFFMP includes the Monitoring and Adaptive 
Management Goal to protect and restore the diversity of plant species across the forest. The Plan 
includes as a planned action, the consideration of project development and mitigation to minimize the 
spread of invasive weeds. If the project has a potential for resource impacts from invasive weeds, 
management requirements and mitigations can be developed. The measures will vary with the project 
and could range from establishment of undisturbed buffers, to retention of shade, or treatment of 
newly-established invasive plants.  The various types of measures available for application are 
identified in the DEIR and ADFFMP. 
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Response to Comment 62 
Regarding impacts to plants of special concern, the DFMP states; “Upon determination that a 
proposed action is likely to result in a significant adverse effect, mitigation measures proposed to 
substantially lessen or avoid the impact will be included in project-associated documentation.”  
 
The DIER recognizes the threat of invasive plants. Additional Supplemental Mitigation 1 (Section 
VII.6.2.7) provides for “...planning continued monitoring for rare plant occurrences in areas at risk for 
invasive plant infestations.” The document provides appropriate protection measures for plants of 
special concern . 
 
Both species specific and site-specific mitigation measures should be based on state of the art 
knowledge of plant biology, the specific situation at a given occurrence, and the types of effects 
anticipated. The comment letter lists four variables that would be relevant when determining buffer 
size; slope, soil, population structure, community type. Add to that list; the nature of the surrounding 
disturbance, the expected post project conditions, the shade tolerance of the plant species, the 
individual species requirements (for example, pendant lichen, a monotrophic plant). Fixed buffer 
requirements may be found to be inadequate or even counter productive in specific situations.  
Project-specific mitigation measures for individual species can use the most recent information on 
rare plants to ensure mitigation and protection measures are effective. Given the range of plants 
involved, the most effective protection measures will be site-specific.  
 
The commenter speculates that buffer provisions should address retention of pollinators or seed 
dispersal vectors. This is a complex and little understood area, subject to speculation. The cumulative 
effects assessment (DEIR Section VII.6.2-37 to -40) includes a discussion of these issues. Significant 
effects are not expected, based upon protection measures and the range of forest conditions, patch 
sizes, and the level of connectivity.  
 
Consultation with DFG is part of the scoping process, and will occur during the planning phase of 
individual projects, including THPs.  Consulting with DFG and others will provide JDSF with an 
opportunity to improve knowledge of effective plant protection measures from beyond JDSF. 
 
The commenter's supposition that there would be no enforcement of protection measures is without 
basis.  Protection measures and other forms of mitigation become part of the THP for which they are 
designed. A supposition that there will be a failure of protection measures is speculative. Site-specific 
problems cannot be anticipated, so creation of specific programmatic remedies beyond those 
addressed in the DEIR and management plan would not be appropriate. 
 
JDSF staff has conducted informal monitoring subsequent to timber operations associated with THPs. 
Problems associated with site-specific protection measures have not been noted, regardless of shade 
tolerance. JDSF staff is actively working with DFG botanists to develop measures to protect the 
Astragalus agnicidus (shade intolerant species) that occurs within potential operating areas and along 
roads. 
 
Response to Comment 63 
The assumption that any failures of protection measures would result in local extinction is poorly 
supported. To date, CNPS 1 & 2 rare plants found within JDSF are known to more than one location, 
and the intent of protection measures is to avoid or limit the extent of potential damage to individual 
plants or local populations.  The conduct of botanical surveys using the DFG protocol before timber 
harvests and other large projects with the potential for negative effects on rare plants, will help to 
ensure that rare plants are identified and addressed before ground-disturbing activities commence. 
 
The comment assumes that even-age management will take place at a large scale. Alternative G 
provides for even-aged management on no more than 26% of the forest. Planned rotation ages range 
from 60 to 150 years, which tends to disperse even-aged cutting in terms of both space and time.  
Even-aged management is further restricted in terms of the area that may be treated each decade, as 
detailed in the response to comment 50. 
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The letter notes the value of large forest patches as refugia for rare plants. Other areas will provide 
that function as well, including the watercourse protection zones, old growth groves, late seral 
development areas, older forest structure zone, retained patches of trees in areas managed on an 
even-aged basis, and areas managed on an uneven-aged basis.  One-third of the Forest will be 
managed for late seral habitat development, older forest structure, and old growth.  Many rare plants 
are associated with disturbance and fire as well. The reference to “hot spots” is not specific. Pygmy 
forest is fully protected.  Please see response to California Department of Fish and Game comment 
30 (DEIR agency comment letter A-5) for a discussion of the plans spatial and temporal attributes that 
will provide habitat for a range of plants.  
 
Response to Comment 64 
The comment makes reference to a “critical omission” of “botanical inventory or reconnaissance-level 
original contemporary baseline data on the flora of JDSF.” The analysis conducted for the EIR makes 
use of the best data that is readily available. Future surveys will build upon the level of species-
specific data available to the department and other agencies. Areas of the Forest have been 
surveyed for rare plant occurrences over the past several years.  In the future, the level of survey 
would increase as the ADFFMP is implemented.  
 
Significant impacts are not expected to occur, based upon the proposal to conduct plant surveys and 
apply management measures and mitigations to protect plant species. 
 
Response to Comment 65 
Consideration of issues closely related to wetlands can be found in the section specifically dealing 
with wetlands (DEIR section VII.6.5), and in other areas of the DEIR, including; Aquatic Resources, 
Botanical Resources, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, Geology and Soils, Hydrology and Water Quality. 
Wetlands generally lie at the interface between aquatic and terrestrial environments.   
 
The wildlife section includes descriptions of habitat for wildlife analysis purposes. An exhaustive 
discussion of wetlands in this context is not necessary. 
 
Regarding the citation from the wildlife analysis section of the DEIR (page VII.6.6-21), this section 
refers to regional conditions. The discussion makes no claim that the four habitat types are found on 
JDSF. 
 
The regional setting subsection of the wildlife section lists habitats, not wildlife species. The remaining 
subsections include habitat information for specific amphibians, including the red-legged frog.  Given 
the fact that wetland issues overlap several resource areas, the information provided is adequate.  
 
Response to Comment 66 
The commenter appears to be referring to the wildlife regional setting section.  Wetland sedge and 
rush areas, and riparian backwater marsh patches, are frequently included in riparian lands. This fact 
is noted in the DEIR Aquatic Resources section (page VII.6.1-5). The DEIR Botanical section notes 
that pygmy forest can meet wetland criteria (VII6.6.2-7), and includes recognition of Sphagnum Bogs. 
The DEIR Botanical section also includes species that can inhabit wetlands in both the special 
concern species section and in the cumulative effects analysis of wet areas. 
 
The commenter notes that small-scale features, such as springs and seeps and sedge-juncus 
wetland patches are likely to be found in potential timber harvest areas. The premise that these areas 
will be directly impacted is not valid. Hillslope springs and seeps are recognized as wetland areas and 
afforded the same protection as Class II watercourses under the Forest Practice Rules.  Watercourse 
protection zones are typically extended to include adjacent sedge-juncus wetlands. Sedge or juncus 
occurrence is not limited to wetlands.  A complete, mapped inventory of small wetland features has 
not been produced, and is not be feasible at the present time. Seeps and springs are noted and 
mapped during THP preparation, a well as the development of other projects. Sedge-juncus wetland 
would be appropriately and separately mapped when independent of watercourse protection zones.   
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Regarding Table VII6.2.3, the purpose of the table is to aid in the evaluation of potential cumulative 
effects to plant functional groups. The botanical section contains a list of communities, some of which 
are not found at JDSF, but which are appropriately listed under the Regional Setting section. As 
noted in the response to comment 65, this is the same situation in the wildlife section.   
 
Response to Comment 67 
The comment postulates that adverse effects will occur, based on several assumptions.  The first is 
that the DEIR contains no “mitigation survey protocols for advance identification of wetlands”, so 
wetland areas will not be recognized. No forest-wide survey of wetlands currently exists, but a 
thorough examination of project areas will occur during the planning phase. Wetlands will be 
identified and properly located and protected as the result of the planning effort.  The identification 
and mapping of aquatic features is a key THP preparation process. The second premise is that 
surveys would not recognize rare plants in wet areas. Given the fact that DFG protocol surveys will be 
conducted by individuals familiar with the identification of rare plans, this is unlikely. 
 
Response to Comment 68 
The ADFFMP includes recognition that rare plant protection includes consideration of altered 
hydrologic conditions as a result of project implementation. In the previous response, the quality of 
mapping is addressed. During THP review, the evaluation of aquatic protection is subject to review 
and mitigation by CAL FIRE, DFG, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. The potential to 
alter hydrologic conditions is a consideration addressed by the Forest Practice Rules (Title 14CCR 
912 and 916). Complex hydrology that presents a potential instability risk is evaluated by a Certified 
Engineering Geologist. Watercourse protection zones are established for watercourses, springs, and 
seeps.  Other wetland areas would be evaluated for aquatic species and the need for buffer zones.  
These measures will ensure that impacts to wetlands and associated vegetation are less than 
significant.   
 
Response to Comment 69 
The intent and presentation of this section could have been clearer.  The paragraph referred to by the 
commenter is an introduction to the impacts section. It is not intended as a declarative statement of 
the impacts of the plan.  Rather, it was intended to identify effects that would be considered 
significant impacts, if they were to occur.  The habitat and species impacts analysis continues on 
DEIR Pp. pagesVII.6.6-121 to VII.6.6-130.   
 
In reviewing this section, the Board also recognizes that it does not convey the different standards 
that were used in determining significance for the two groups: (1) rare or endangered species and (2) 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species.  To clarify this section, the first sentence of the 
paragraph under “Habitat Modification Impacts” (DEIR page VII.6.6-121) is deleted and replaced with 
the following: 
 

For determination of impact significance to listed threatened, endangered, 
and rare wildlife species, impacts would be considered significant if they 
were to result in direct mortality, permanent habitat loss, habitat 
modification that reduces its suitability, reduced reproductive success, or a 
“take” as defined under FESA or CESA.  Populations of candidate, 
sensitive, or special-status species generally are more secure than for 
listed species, and therefore can tolerate somewhat greater impacts.  
Therefore, impacts to candidate, sensitive and special-status species are 
considered significant if they would result in population or habitat loss, 
detrimental habitat modification, or impairment of reproduction that would 
apply to a substantial portion of the population on JDSF lands or in the 
surrounding region.  
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Response to Comment 70 
The lack of reference in this section to the comparison of alternatives is intentional.  As noted in 
response to comment 69, the commenter understandably misunderstood the intent of this section.   
The evaluations for individual listed and other sensitive species in the subsequent section “Species 
Specific Impacts” (pages VII.6.6-122 to -130) and in the 24-page analysis of alternatives (“Spatial 
Pattern Analysis for Species of Concern” (pages VII.6.6-216 through -240) explicitly includes 
information on habitat abundance and suitability, habitat distribution, species life history, special-
habitat element requirements, and other biological dimensions in the effects evaluation.   
 
A non-spatial analysis of changes in habitat suitability was performed for general non-sensitive 
species, using the Department of Fish and Game’s CWHR system which is considered an 
appropriate coarse-grain assessment tool for this purpose in a programmatic EIR.   Contrary to 
comment, the CWHR system, although non-spatial, incorporates life history and expected population 
levels into model predictions.  The limitations, benefits, and assumptions inherent in a variety of 
wildlife habitat relationship modeling tools were considered prior to application to alternative analysis.  
The CWHR was judged to be the best modeling system available to examine trend in habitat 
capability for as many terrestrial vertebrates as were likely to occur within the project area.  CWHR is 
the most comprehensive wildlife information system for vertebrates in California today -- containing 
life history, geographic range, habitat relationships, and management information on 692 species of 
amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals known to occur in the state.  There are currently 
approximately 900 professional users of the CWHR System, representing biologists, environmental 
scientists, researchers, and land managers from public and private organizations throughout 
California.  The System represents nearly 30 years of work by wildlife biologists, vegetation 
ecologists, geographers, land managers and planners, computer programmers, Geographic 
Information Systems (GIS) analysts, statisticians, modelers, database managers, research writers, 
and wildlife artists working in a wide array of public and private organizations devoted to resource 
protection. 
 
Response to Comment 71 
Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, a spatial analysis was conducted for listed and other sensitive 
wildlife species and incorporated information on habitat area, area of suitable habitat, number of 
patches of habitat, mean patch area, edge, and distance to other suitable patches.  This analysis also 
incorporated specific information on future timber harvest locations and harvest treatments.  See 
“Spatial Pattern Analysis for Species of Concern” (DEIR pages VII.6.6-216 through -240) which 
explicitly includes information on habitat area and suitability, habitat distribution, species life history, 
special-habitat element requirements, and other biological measures.   
 
Two GIS analytical tools were used to produce the DEIR spatial habitat assessment.  Bioview3 is a 
modeling tool added to the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships (CWHR) System4 Version 8.0 
software in 2002 and was originally produced by the United States Forest Service Pacific Southwest 
Research Station, Redding, California.  In Bioview, vegetation maps of potential future landscapes 
were created based on expected land use change under each of the alternatives.  Reproduction, 
cover and feeding values for each polygon of habitat and stage of forest development were used to 
develop each habitat suitability map for each of the selected species by alternative.   
 
In order to evaluate and report the relative magnitude of differences between DEIR alternatives over 
time, several common landscape measures available from the FRAGSTATS® software program were 
applied to the BioView mapping products.  These measures included total class area, number of 
patches, mean patch area, mean nearest neighbor, and total edge index. The models are validated in 
each case with a GIS data set of occurrences of the species.  Each of these spatial landscape 
measures, considered separately, has limitations relative to assessing the biological needs of a 
species and are described in the DEIR.  However, when considered together they provide one means 
of DEIR alternative evaluation and spatial quantification of habitat heterogeneity and trajectory over 
time. 
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The modeling approach was presented as a poster at the annual meeting of the Western Section of 
The Wildlife Society in February of 2007 and was well received (Demonstration of a Wildlife Modeling 
Tool for Predicting Species Presence and Viewing Habitat Suitability across a Landscape (Monica D. 
Parisi, Marcia D. Scavone-Tansey, Chris Keithley, Robert Motroni, Ronald D. Rogers). 
 
Response to Comment 72 
Relatively few mitigation measures were identified because most large-scale measures to maintain, 
protect, and recruit desirable wildlife habitat were incorporated up–front as management measures in 
the plan.  These measures include the late seral development area in the Russian Gulch/Lower Big 
River area and the Woodlands Special Treatment area, the late seral development areas along Class 
I and II WLPZs, the Older Forest Structure Zone, protection of all old growth groves and 
aggregations, limitations on the areas of the Forest available for even-aged management, and the 
rate at which even-aged management may be applied.  The Board believes that this approach is 
superior in fully addressing all resources.  A conceptual model of late seral forest succession 
following the selective harvest of an even aged stand on JDSF is provided in DEIR Section 6.3.5.  
Specifically, expected changes in forest stand structure in the near term (15 years) (Table VII.6.3.5) 
and the longer term (100 years) (Table VII.6.3.6) (DEIR pages VII.6.3-34 through -38) are described.   
Similarly, silvicultural methods that may occur in special concern areas are addressed on DEIR pages 
VII.6.3-7 through -9. The DEIR and RDEIR do not support the commenter’s apparent position that 
large-scale habitat impacts are expected. 
 
Response to Comment 73  
See responses to comments 70 through 72. 
 
Response to Comment 74 
All of this information is prominently presented in the setting section on the marbled murrelet (see 
DEIR pages VII.6.6-88 through VII.6.6-90).   
 
Response to Comment 75 
In addition to the referenced project-level mitigations, several programmatic measures are provided 
for the Murrelet, including designation of the Russian Gulch/Lower Big River area for development of 
late seral forest specifically to support potential Murrelet habitat, the late seral habitat development 
designation for the Woodlands Special Treatment Area, designation of Class I and II WLPZs for the 
development of late seral habitat, and the Additional Management Measure for Contribution to 
Recovery of Marbled Murrelet Habitat. The finalized plan’s addition of the older forest structure zone 
will provide additional buffering and linkages to these areas. 
 The BOF agrees that the proposed management for the marbled murrelet offers a substantial and 
significant contribution to the species recovery.  The Board considers its commitment to the 
management program and the specified area of management in the management plan and its 
incorporation into the EIR as enforceable commitments. 
 
Response to Comment 76 
The proposal for murrelet conservation is spelled out in specific detail in the plan and DEIR (pages 
VII.6.6-78 to -82 and VII.6.6-118 to -119).  The CEQA process has encouraged extensive 
coordination among agency personal (from the Department of Fish and Game and the Department of 
Parks and Recreation, for example) and the Board and the department.  The contributions to recovery 
of marbled murrelet habitat specifically requires coordination with other wildlife agencies and interests 
(DEIR page VII.6.6-119).  Additional coordination will be achieved during plan implementation during 
the individual THP process. 
 
Response to Comment 77 
The Board considers the habitat suitability classification process used for murrelet habitat designation 
as adequate for the programmatic, management-plan-level context.  The DEIR explicitly 
acknowledges that some areas of suitable murrelet habitat (primarily isolated residual old growth 
trees within younger stands) have not been mapped on a site specific basis (page VII.6.6-79), 
because such an effort would be highly expensive and unnecessary on a forest-wide basis.  The plan 
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and DEIR commit to specific protection measures that include project-level surveys to identify suitable 
nesting habitat during plan implementation.  Such identified habitat would be protected.  Therefore, it 
is highly unlikely that the JDSF management plan would result in any unanticipated significant 
impacts, considering that the program emphasizes substantial efforts to protect existing habitat and to 
create significant amounts of late-successional habitat that may reach suitable conditions over the 
long term for the murrelet.  
 
Response to Comment 78 
NSO habitat requirements were spatially analyzed in the Spatial Pattern Analysis for Species of 
Concern (DEIR pages VII.6.6-216 to -240) and summarized in the DEIR on page VII.6.6-239.  Non-
spatial analysis of net change in great-horned owl habitat capability (Tables VII.6.6-19, 21, 23, 25, 27, 
29, and 31) showed no marked increase in habitat capability under any alternative (range of -15 to 
+4%) within JDSF or for the analysis area outside JDSF.  Barred owls do not occur with sufficient 
frequency to allow measurement of habitat selection effects on NSO, but such effects appear to be 
limited at this location. 
 
Response to Comment 79 
JDSF is actively working with the National Council for Air and Stream Improvement to examine NSO 
habitat requirements on JDSF and relationships to the managed landscape. The Board considers the 
level of habitat suitability modeling and spatial analysis adequate to characterize effects of 
management on the NSO, particularly since the management measures are expected to maintain and 
enhance habitat.  Protection of old growth habitat, recruitment of additional late-seral and older forest 
structure habitat, protection and enhancement of late-seral conditions in WLPZs, the use of even-
aged management to create a viable prey base, and project-level protection of owl habitats, all 
support the conclusion that NSO habitat and populations would be protected and enhanced as a 
result of implementation of the proposed action and that the analysis of other alternatives depicts a 
reasonable expectation of effects.  JDSF will not take NSO or the Murrelet during implementation of 
its plan; therefore, an HCP and issuance of an incidental take permit under FESA is not currently 
considered necessary. 
 
Response to Comment 80 
The comment provides no meaningful evidence that the proposed management plan would reduce 
NSO habitat or populations, or that take would occur.  Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, timber 
harvest activities that occur under the FPRs have not been determined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s project survey and planning protocol to result in take of the NSO.  Given that JDSF 
management will adhere to these regulations and implement additional measures that will protect and 
enhance NSO habitat (see response to comment 79), there is no reasonable basis to conclude that 
the plan will lead to unauthorized take of the NSO. In addition, spatial modeling of habitat capability 
showed that net changes were stable or positive for all alternatives over the 2000-2060 timeframe. 
 
Response to Comment 81 
The EIR adequately analyzes the long-term effects of management alternatives on NSO habitat 
suitability.  It identifies a number of management measures that go beyond the requirements of the 
FPRs to protect and enhance NSO habitat.  Thus, the analysis is not deferred to the THP stage.  
However, the management strategy and impact evaluation appropriately incorporates the required 
FPRs and the THP process into its management program and the assessment of effects. 
 
Response to Comment 82 
The BOF does not agree with the commenter’s broad characterization of the analysis of biological 
values in the DEIR and RDEIR.  As noted in responses to specific comments, the commenter has not 
supported these generalizations.  Most importantly, the commenter has not presented a convincing 
and supportable demonstration of specific impacts that differ with those presented in the DEIR and 
RDEIR.  
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BOF Hearing Written Testimony P-220 
 
See also Kathy Bailey Oral Testimony 2/9/2006 in section VI.   
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board agrees that JDSF has both ecological and public use values that are substantial.  In 
addition, given the forest resources, size, and location of JDSF, it is a unique resource.  Within the 
redwood region, there are approximately 300,000 acres in parks and reserves.  JDSF is the largest 
area of public forest available for research and demonstration.  
 
Response to Comment 2 
The old growth forest within JDSF will be preserved, and many of the groves will be augmented by 
late seral development areas.  The Board is aware of the regional availability of old forest, and has 
provided a detailed description of the assessment area within the DEIR (Sections III and V). 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Board agrees that there has been a substantial level of timber harvest in much of the area 
surrounding JDSF within the past several decades (DEIR Map Figure G).  Please see DEIR Section 
VII.6 and Map Figures J and K for the estimated vegetative habitat distribution, which serves as an 
estimate of habitat values and is used in the wildlife analysis.  No regional or assessment area 
inventory of young trees exists, especially one that would include detail as to the age of second-
growth trees.  The DEIR assesses the potential for impacts to wildlife primarily by examining current 
and future habitat quality and availability.  The age of trees is but one of many factors that contribute 
to habitat. 
 
While JSDF can and will contribute to the continued survival or recovery of species, it is incapable of 
providing for full recovery in and of itself.  Species populations rely upon a vast area in most 
instances, and JDSF comprises a relatively small portion of the range of most listed species or 
species of concern.   
 
Response to Comment 4 
The Board agrees that historic timber management has contributed to the decline in population levels 
of some species within the region.   
 
The Board is aware of a responsibility to interpret legislative, regulatory, and policy direction for the 
state forest management planning process. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The ADFMP provides for sustainable forest management while maintaining or producing a forest that 
also maintains proper ecological function. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
While the general logging history of JDSF is known, there is no complete historic cutting record for 
the Forest, since harvesting began decades before detailed records were kept.  Staff have made 
unofficial estimates in the past, but these have not been used for habitat assessment purposes. 
 
While the commenter has stated that "older second-growth" is a regionally scarce resource, there is 
no such resource that is either quantified or officially recognized. 
 
The Board has approved the plan to manage a significant area of JDSF toward a late seral or older 
forest structure.  Habitat value and ecological function depend upon a host of factors, including tree 
size distribution, crown density and crown characteristics, mortality rates, canopy diversity, species 
diversity, unique structural elements, understory vegetation, and others. Stands have been identified 
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for late seral or older forest management based largely upon proximity and connectivity to existing old 
growth groves, watercourse zones, and occupied murrelet habitat, recognizing that it may require 
many decades or even centuries for late seral forest to develop.   
 
Response to Comment 7 
The Short-term Harvest Schedule has been amended for Alternative G.  Neither the harvest outlined 
in Alternative C1 nor Alternative G would create islands of the late seral or older forest development 
areas.  In fact, most of the proposed harvest in the short-term in these areas would be selective in 
nature, producing a thinned, yet continuous forest canopy contiguous to late seral development 
areas.  Ms. Bailey does not explain the assertion that the islands will be created, nor how the 
proposed harvest contradicts the basic tenets of conservation biology, not how it may contradict the 
notion that fisheries and wildlife are being elevated to equal status with timber harvest.  Please see 
DEIR Section VII.6 for the assessment of potential impacts to wildlife and fishery resources. 
 
Response to Comment 8 
The Board's policy for JDSF establishes recreation as an important, but secondary use.  The DEIR 
includes an assessment of potential impacts upon recreational values (DEIR Section VII.2, 12, and 
14).  The management plan involves a much greater level of mitigation to protect recreational 
resources than Ms. Bailey suggests.  Included in this consideration is the location of recreational 
resources, surrounding forms of forest management, adjacent buffer zones, noise production, 
aesthetics, and other factors.  It is the intent of the Board to prevent significant impacts to recreational 
resources.  The Board believes that timber harvesting can be compatible with recreation in the 
Forest, and should not be precluded in order to produce zero effect.  In fact, the demonstration of the 
compatibility between timber harvesting and recreational use is encouraged by the Board.  
 
Response to Comment 9 
Comments noted. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
Support for Alternative F noted. 
 
 

Page IV.12-88 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 

Page IV.12-89 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

 
Mailed Letter P-221 
 
Response to Comment 
The comment period was extended.  Detailed comments were received from Dr. James Strittholt. 
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BOF Hearing Written Testimony P-222 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board shares the goal of JDSF becoming a world class research and demonstration forest.  The 
Board developed Alternative G and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management Plan 
(ADFFMP) with this goal in mind.   
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board is aware of the harvest history within the assessment area, and ample information on this 
topic is provided in the DEIR.   
 
The Board concurs that JDSF should play a role in support of the continued survival and recovery of 
wildlife species.  However, it is unlikely that JDSF alone will not serve as an adequate sanctuary, due 
to the geographic scale at which most species populations occur.  JDSF will provide a benefit for 
wildlife, and contribute to the recovery of species, but cannot alone provide for full recovery of listed 
species. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Comments regarding recreational opportunities and management plan phasing process noted.  The 
ADFFMP provides for a similar phasing process through an initial implementation period. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The current level of information related to timber, botanical, and stream resources provides an 
adequate foundation for the management plan and its programmatic EIR.  This information 
constitutes the best information readily available.  In the future, an increase in the level of inventory 
information concerning a host of forest attributes is anticipated.  A greater level of detailed information 
will be developed during the planning for individual projects. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board believes that  the Mendocino Woodlands area is being managed appropriately, and in 
compliance with provisions established with the transfer of the land from the Federal government and 
state statutes. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
The Board agrees that there are potentially contentious issues. 
 
Response to Comment 7 
Comments noted.  The Board appreciates and has considered the suggestions made by the 
Mendocino Working Group and other members of the public.  Some of the suggestions have been 
incorporated into the ADFFMP. 
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Mailed Letter P-223 
 
Joint letter by Bruce Burton, Vince Taylor, Mike Jani, Art Harwood, Kathy Bailey, and Mike Anderson 
November 30, 2006 
 
Response to Comment 
The Board appreciates the effort of this group.  The letter makes suggestions for the future 
management plan and planning process.  The writers comment that a broad range of expertise is 
needed on the management staff of the Forest, that an advisory committee is needed, and that a 
credible and verifiable inventory should be established.  The Board agrees that an increase in the 
range of management expertise would be beneficial, and that the appointment of an advisory 
committee would also be beneficial.  While the Board agrees that a more detailed inventory of forest 
resources would be useful and beneficial, the existing timber inventory is accurate and state-of-the-
art.  This inventory is updated periodically in an appropriate manner. 
 
Principles for the Management of Jackson Demonstration State Forest 
Submitted by the group immediately above, November 30, 2006 
 
Response to Comment 
The Board notes these comments and suggestions for the future management of JDSF.  The 
"Principles" are suggested by the authors in the absence of expressed specific environmental 
concerns that may result from management in the absence of these suggestions.  The Board will not 
speculate as to specific environmental concerns that the authors jointly or individually may wish to 
convey, instead accepting these comments purely as a suggested management alternative for JDSF.  
Some of the suggestions made by the authors have been incorporated into the management plan.  
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Mailed Letter P-224 
 
Response to Comment 1 
The Board generally agrees that a shortage of revenue to the state forest has resulted in a reduction 
in road maintenance and restoration activity, which is likely to have increased the level of impact 
associated with state forest roads.  A total elimination of timber sales has probably contributed to a 
reduction in employment within the timber industry.  Support for a resumption of timber sales noted. 
 
Response to Comment 2 
Comments concerning the recommendations of the Mendocino Working Group noted. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
Support for the Camp 3 timber sale noted.  The Board recognizes that this timber sale is subject to a 
civil suit that resides before the court.  The this sale must be examined for consistency with the 
ADFFMP, and the Board notes that the sale is subject to a settlement agreement and a timber sale 
contract, in addition to unresolved to existing court proceedings 
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Mailed Letter P-225 
 
Response to Comment 
The Board and the Department are aware of contractual obligations concerning the timber sale.  The 
management plan does not preclude the timber sale between Willits Redwood Company and the 
State of California.  However, the timber sale is subject to existing court proceedings, a settlement 
agreement, and timber sale contracts. 
. 
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Mailed Letter P-226 
Note: Comment numbers inserted within text by the Board 

 
February 21, 2007 

 
 
Board of Forestry and Fire Protection 
PO Box 944246 
Sacramento, Ca. 94244-2460 
Attention: George Gentry, Executive Director 
 
Re: Jackson Demonstration State Forest Management Plan 
 
Dear Members of the Board, 
 
Comment 1 
The Mendocino Working Group (MWG) got together some time back in hopes of helping find a long 
term resolution to the Jackson Demonstration State Forest (JDSF) stalemate. Everyone in the group 
wants to see JDSF back in production in 2007. This desire is driven by numerous factors such as; 
regional economic stability, needed restoration work, augmenting the staff at JDSF, and maintaining 
existing infrastructure.  
 
In response to our recommendations, CDF has proposed an initial implementation of the 
management plan and associated harvesting restrictions.1 We have reviewed these 
recommendations and find that while staff included some of our recommendations they fail to capture 
adequately some key elements of our proposal that we feel are critical for successful resumption of 
operations in JDSF. 
 
Comment 2 
The MWG feels the key to long-term successful management of JDSF is meaningful local input. We 
feel strongly a well balanced advisory group structured similar to our suggestion is imperative. This 
portion of the management plan needs significant clarification and is not an issue that can be dealt 
with after the fact. 

A compromise between CDF's and the MWG's position has been suggested, with 
appointments to the group being made by the director and ratified by the board; with the 
advisory group reporting to the director, and at its discretion, to the board. This is acceptable 
to the working group. 

Below is our original recommendation amended to reflect the board's desired changes in 
language ("initial implementation period" rather than "Phase I") and the suggested 
compromise. We recommend that this amended recommendation be included in the DFMP: 

Overarching Principle: The advisory Group should represent and consider a broad range of 
views, with emphasis on local input and resource expertise. 
 
Purpose: Initially to participate in the development of a long-term landscape and revised 
management plan during the initial implementation period; and to review and field evaluate 
the implementation of the Timber Harvest Plans proposed for the initial period. Subsequent 

                                                 
1 Potential Harvest Limitations to be Applied during Initial Implementation of the Proposed Jackson 
Demonstration State Forest Management Plan, Department of Forestry and Fire Protection  
February 7, 2007  
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responsibilities would include field based evaluations (prospective and retrospective) which 
would provide information for future research and management activities.  
 
During the initial period of implementation of the Forest Management Plan this group will 
render advice on, but not limited to, the following topics to develop recommendations on 
modifying the contents of "Desired Future Forest Structure Conditions and Silvicultural 
Method" identified within the FMP:  
 

The location and extent of recreation areas, corridors, trails, and designated access-
ways that will be managed to enhance the full spectrum of recreational opportunities.  

The extent and general location of areas to be dedicated to late seral development 
where timber production will be secondary to habitat development. 

The extent and general location of areas to be dedicated to old forest structure 
zones. The OFSZs will maintain or develop key old forest features. The OFSZs will 
be available for timber harvest. 

The extent that it is necessary to create even-aged stands for potential future 
research needs. 

 The need to revise the residual old growth policy, as articulated in our principles 
statement dated November 30,2006. 

The extent and conditions under which herbicides to control native hardwoods should 
be utilized.  

 
Participation: Open nominations, appointed by the Director of CDF, subject to ratification by 
the Board of Forestry. Members would represent the public interest and be drawn from a 
broad spectrum of backgrounds and resource expertise with an emphasis on appointments of 
local representatives. Professions represented should include forest ecologist, fisheries 
biologist, botanist, Registered Professional Forester, Licensed Timber Operator and 
recreational planner. Views represented should include local timber industry, environmental 
community, recreational users, local businesses and forest neighbors. 10-12 people. 
 

Authority and reporting: Group would interact directly with JDSF staff and 
management team and report to the Director of CDF and, at its discretion, to the 
Board of Forestry in an advisory capacity on matters related to forest management 
policies and changes in the forest management plan. Decision making would 
preferably be consensus based. 

Comment 3 
The MWG is concerned with the language suggesting the initial period will sunset no more than 36 
months after approval of the Forest Management Plan by the Board. We agree that 3 years should be 
more than adequate to bring this to resolution, but we don't feel a specific ending time for the initial 
period should be set. During the initial period, JDSF will be re-staffed with personnel with a broad 
range of expertise in addition to silviculture, landscape-level planning will be undertaken on a broad 
array of issues in cooperation with the Jackson Advisory Group, and a credible and verifiable 
inventory will be established. We envision that a detailed and sustainable long term plan for JDSF will 
be produced in cooperation with the advisory group, based on detailed specific information that 
provides for a consensus-based balancing of ecological values, education, research, recreation, 
timber production and regional economic stability. The initial period should continue until the revised 
plan is submitted to and approved by the Board of Forestry.  
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Comment 4 
Our proposal for this initial period envisioned low impact harvesting in non-controversial areas. The 
intent was to generate revenue to restore and enhance staffing, remedy the more significant 
environmental problems on the forest, initiate a wildlife inventory, a botanical inventory and generate 
a reviewed and verifiable forest inventory, during the time that CDF was working with the advisory 
group to develop a long-term landscape and management plan. Our group would enjoy better 
understanding the decision making process that generated the initial list of plans for 2007 as outlined 
in the February 7th paper titled “Potential Harvest Limitations to be applied during Initial 
Implementation of Proposed JDSF Management Plan”. Often disagreements of this nature are a 
result of insufficient information we would appreciate a response. Our group is very interested in 
seeing harvesting resume this year and needs to understand why these plans are favored over others 
that seem less controversial and lower impact. 
 
Comment 5 
Another concept that our group came to consensus on was that in the long run harvest levels should 
be the result of scientific and biological justification, within the context of a long-term landscape plan 
that addresses habitat, ecological, recreational/spiritual, education, and research values, rather than 
what seems to be a politically derived number. 
 
Comment 6 
Augmenting the existing staff at JDSF is critical to final development and implementation of the 
management plan. The resumption of harvesting is critical to existing infrastructure, restoration, and 
regional economic stability. The MWG appreciates the cooperation both the Board of Forestry and the 
Department have shown by assimilating many of our ideas into the management plan. Our group is 
hopeful that all involved understand the short timeline and are committed to moving this process 
forward. 
 

Mike Anderson    Kathy Bailey    
Art Harwood     Mike Jani    
Vince Taylor 

Page IV.12-112 



FINAL EIR FOR JDSF MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Mailed Letter P-226 
 
Response to Comment 1 
Comments noted.   
 
Response to Comment 2 
The Board has made the creation of a JDSF-specific advisory committee a provision of the 
management plan.  The committee charter and membership will be determined by the Department 
with approval by the Board. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Board believes that the management for JDSF is viable, workable, and in compliance with 
existing legislation and Board policy.  The management plan has been subject to an extensive period 
of public and agency review, and reflects a substantial level of input.  However, the Board believes 
that an interim period will provide the public and the various advisory entities with an opportunity to 
make recommendations for potential improvement of the plan.  The Board firmly believes that an 
additional period of up to 3 years is ample in order for a full review of management policies forest 
implementation plans. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The short-term harvest schedule has been amended to reflect a desire on the part of the Board, the 
MWG, and others, that harvest during the interim period maintain future management options and 
flexibility while avoiding some of the areas of controversy as suggested by Mendocino Working Group 
and others.  However, it is not the intent of the Board to avoid all areas that may be considered 
controversial to some members of the public.  The primary purpose of the state forest is to 
demonstrate forest management, and to produce a range of conditions for future research and 
demonstration, while also producing a sustainable level of timber production.  
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board concurs with this statement.  Allowable cut is determined largely by an assessment of 
growth, yield, and stand management over the long-term.  There is, however, some level of discretion 
in the determination of annual cutting levels in the short term.  In addition, the setting of interim 
harvest restrictions has potential to alter the short-term planning capability of the Forest staff, which 
can in turn alter the short-term harvest level and the potential for revenue generation.  The Board 
expects the short-term average annual harvest level to vary between 20 and 25 million board feet per 
year.  
 
Response to Comment 6 
The Board concurs with these comments. 
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Mailed Letter P-228   
 
Note: Comment numbers inserted within text by the Board 
 
July 25, 2007 
 
Ruben Grijalva, Director 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
1416 9th Street 
PO Box 944246 
Sacramento, CA  94244-2460 
 
Dear Mr. Grijalva: 
 

We unanimously support the following candidates for appointment to the advisory committee 
for Jackson Demonstration State Forest. In choosing these candidates, we strived to provide 
expertise in relevant areas and a balance among different interests. We hope that these 
candidate recommendations will be considered as a whole. 

We have not yet identified a person to represent recreation interests on the committee. We 
will continue to look for the appropriate person. 

The advisory committee plays a crucial role in our consensus recommendations for Jackson 
Forest. We hope that you will be able to establish this committee in the near future, so that it 
will be available to assist the department in ensuring that near-term harvests are designed 
and implemented so as to avoid unnecessary controversy. 

We have proposed that your appointments to the advisory committee be ratified by the Board 
of Forestry. To allow the committee to begin functioning as soon as possible, your 
appointments could immediately sit on the committee, subject to approval by the Board within 
some reasonable period, for example, three months.  

• Greg Giusti –  Forest Advisor, RPF, University of California Cooperative Extension. He has 
been actively involved with Jackson Forest, served on the Citizens Advisory Committee to 
JDSF, and acts as staff consultant to the Forest Council of the Mendocino Board of 
Supervisors. 

• Doug Albin – Department of Fish and Game, Mendocino County. Doug is considered to be a 
very knowledgeable Mendocino person on issues related to salmon and salmon habitat. 

• Teresa Sholars – Botanist, faculty member of College of the Redwoods in Fort Bragg. Teresa 
has broad and specific knowledge of the botanicals, including mushrooms, in Jackson Forest.   

• Chris Baldo – Co-owner of Willits Redwood Company sawmill; degree in Forestry, University 
of California Berkley; Registered Professional Forester; and President of Roots of Motive 
Power. 

• Mike Anderson – Owner of Anderson Logging Company, Fort Bragg, the largest logging 
contractor in Mendocino County.  RPF.  Formerly a member of the Board of Forestry.  

• Mike Jani – Chief Executive Officer of Mendocino Redwood Company.  RPF. 

• Kathy Bailey –Active in forest-related issues since 1976.  Was California Sierra Club's 
principal spokesperson on state-regulated forest issues for more than a decade until her 
"retirement" from that volunteer position in 2003. She has continued to be involved with 
Jackson Forest.  
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• Linda Perkins – Long-time dedicated forest  activist, Chair of the Mendocino  Group of Sierra 
Club’s Redwood Chapter, former member of the board of the Redwood Forest Foundation, 
Inc., whose mission is to purchase timberlands and manage them as community forests.  

• Vince Taylor – Founder and head of the Campaign to Restore Jackson State Redwood 
Forest. Vince has a professional background in public policy economics. 

• Jere Melo – Member of the Fort Bragg City Council, RPF, and former chief forester of the 
Georgia Pacific Fort Bragg operation. 

• Joe McBride – Professor and Division Chair, Division of Forestry, and Professor of 
Landscape Ecology, Landscape Architecture and Environmental Planning, UC Berkeley; 
current member of the Demonstration State Forest Advisory Group. 

• Recreation Representative – Recommendation in process.. 

We appreciate your efforts to ensure that Jackson Demonstration State Forest will serve as a 
model of excellence in forest management and forest research. We believe all of the 
recommended advisory committee members would contribute to reaching this goal. 

Sincerely, 

 

Mike Anderson 

Kathy Bailey 

Bruce Burton 

Art Harwood 

Mike Jani 

Vince Taylor 
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Mailed Letter P-228   
 
General Response 
The Board appreciates the recommendations for committee membership.  The committee charter and 
membership will eventually be a decision made by the Department and the Board, but will include 
consideration of recommendations made by others. 
 
The letter above deals exclusively with the process of appointing an advisory committee for JDSF, 
and does not represent an expression of environmental concern.   
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BOF Hearing Written Testimony P-229 
 
Response to Comments 1 and 2 
Significant impacts related to fire hazard are not expected to occur.  Please see 
DEIR Section VII.8 for the assessment of hazards.  Numerous factors will contribute 
to help prevent significant wildfires within JDSF, including maintenance of access for 
fire control apparatus, proximity to fire protection resources, and continued thinning 
and natural development of forest stands.  The management plan includes 
provisions to consider biomass thinnings and controlled understory burns in the 
future, in an effort to demonstrate and better understand the role that these stand 
manipulations have upon wildfire occurrence and behavior.  However, the Board 
does not agree that the entire Forest should be thinned over a very short period of 
time, due to the potential for this form of stand manipulation, on a vast scale, to 
result in significant impacts to watershed, fishery, recreation, timber, and wildlife 
resources. 
 
Response to Comment 3 
The Draft Forest Management Plan (DFMP) and the Administrative Draft Final Forest Management 
Plan provide numerous measures that will contribute to the protection and recovery of listed species.  
these include measures for protecting and recruiting snags and large woody debris, protection of 
riparian areas, development of late seral forest and older forest structure, and an accelerated road 
management plan to reduce sediment inputs to streams. 
 
Response to Comment 4 
The acreage accounting in the 2005 DEIR accurately describes JDSF as being approximately 48,650 
acres in size.  The difference with earlier reported figures is the result of a more accurate acreage 
measurement approach. 
 
Response to Comment 5 
The Board believes that the maps utilized in the DEIR and RDEIR are adequate for the information 
and analysis required in a programmatic EIR.  The Board concurs regarding the research role of 
JDSF.  Improvement of the quality of mapping or the forest for administrative, assessment, and 
research purposes will be ongoing. 
 
Response to Comment 6 
Map Figures are provided in the DEIR and RDEIR to indicate the special concern areas, including old 
growth groves (see Map Figure D in the DEIR or Map Figure 1 in the RDEIR.  Species habitat is 
addressed in Map Figures J and K in the DEIR.  CAL FIRE’s Fire and Resource Assessment 
Program has produced various kinds of fuels and fire risk maps for the state, including the JDSF 
area.  Results of these maps were used in the DEIR (see section VII.8 Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials). 
 
Response to Comment 7 
The DEIR accurately accounts for the approximately 459 acres of old growth stands remaining on 
JDSF.  Old growth is considered a subset of late seral of late successional forest.   
 
Response to Comment 8] 
The DFMP and ADFFMP both embrace a wide range of forest-related research.  They are not limited 
to timber harvesting by any means.  All types of research identified in the comment are appropriate to 
JDSF. 
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Response to Comment 9 
The propose of JDSF is more than just timber harvesting, and includes the range of interests 
identified in the comment.  The creation of a JDSF Advisory Group, as provided for in the ADFFMP, 
will provide additional opportunity for ongoing public input on the management of the Forest. 
 
Response to Comment 10 
See response to comments 1 and 2.  As indicated by the analysis in the DEIR, the Board believes 
that the management plan adequately addresses the risks of catastrophic fire.  The analysis in the 
DEIR and RDEIR indicate the implementation of the ADFFMP, with the application of the various 
management measures and mitigations, will not result in significant adverse environmental impacts. 


	IV.12  Individual DEIR Mailed Comments 
	P-198 to P-229
	Mailed Letter P-199 
	The DEIR recognizes that invasive weeds are frequently found on JDSF. It has taken decades for some of the species to become widely established. Like most lands in this area, jubata grass, brooms and Himalayan berry are well established. Given the large scale on which they exist, management is challenging.   Integrated Weed Management (IWM) focuses first on managing new small infestations to prevent their spread. IWM is JDSF’s adoption of Integrated Pest Management principles, focused on invasive weed management for the forest.  The next priority for JDSF IWM is “controlling existing infestations that to minimize conflicts with important management objectives and maintain natural ecosystem processes”.  This was made more explicit by including Additional Management Measure 1 in the DEIR: Protection of rare plants (candidate, sensitive, or special status species) from invasive plants will be a high priority for Integrated Weed Management activities (see DEIR p. VII.6.2-2). 


